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STRfT fU'ebl'l T& Tf=TTFRff ( T?TT M4IH4 ^ ) £TCT ^ TTTT wf%f^ 3TTc3T 3ftT 3 tR| R c ^HR( 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


'tdR'b, f^RTRcT cPTT hRm-M 

('tnR'h 3 jtr ^rf$rerir f^wnr) 

xrf f^ft, 26 2019 

SET. 31T. 691.—f^qft f^Rr tjRrt ^«IFRT arf?]R44 1946 (1946 % arf&lR-MH TTW 25) % aRjWT 6 
% 7TT«r 4% 3T5WT-5 % aRJWT (1) 3KT if TTUTTT, Rh 14 <H xR?T TF4 

fU=bK, W< ftWT # 4 £rR arf^gw (ar^WT tt) # arf&l^HI WIT W (tt) it (9) 31/ 2018 RhR 20 xrp# 
2019, % CERT, Tjf^RT % % afR^TT ^ ari%W Rf-dK XT4XT ^4TT ftfR WT 0133 

Rdi + 16/11/2018 % atrfjfrf STTTT 409, 419, 465, 466 W4T 471, 4Tufr4 4Rdl, ^Rrt 4ETT RrWT 
RTtrTT RrN^I xRx?T, % if ^fr % 7TT«T ^ 3R4 XTRxft % Rtxt xjt f%rft xf) aTTTTST 4T WRT % *RtST if4T 
^4% XRST if arqTTSr 4T xrrRRT 4T “rfr /RRtT % ^RT f%TT tjxt arwsff 4T arwsff % trST *f ^TFTr 7RT % 
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f ftrr ffft ft 3nwf%^ 3rfsH#nT % ^ snffrr % se%pt f ffq; I^hnh #st 

if RtTIT tsrpTT t I 


[W. t. 228/47/2018-Trfrfr-l 11 
E^T.ft.STTT. RlMI-fl, 3RT ##4 

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 
(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 26th April, 2019 

S.O. 691. —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Himachal Pradesh, Department of Home (Section-A) vide Notification No. Home (A)A(9)31/2018 
dated 20/03/2019. hereby extends the powers and Jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment 
to the whole of the State of Himachal Pradesh for investigation of FIR No. 0133 dated 16/11/2018 U/s 409, 419, 465, 
466 & 471 IPC, Police Station Shimla East, Distt. Shimla, Himachal Pradesh as also for the other matters connected 
with the same and for any offence or attempt, abetment and conspiracy in relation to or in connection with the said 
offence or offences or offences committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts 
including offences covered under any other Criminal Act within the jurisdiction of Union of India. 

[F. No. 228/47/2018-AVD-II] 
S.P.R. TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 


sftr hR« 1K 'Till'd 4-SIM 4 ! 

3^T HftdK «t><rqi u l R’HMl) 

30 ^ET^ft, 2019 

^T. SIT. 692.—'HKcfid sU^RsIM MRT4< srf&lPiH-H, 1956 (1956 TT 102) ft STITT 11 ft TT- STTTT (2) 

£TTT TEETT 3lR-d4T 4T WET TTrt fTT ifTsT fU<TU, 'HHfR STEjffTET 4p.TK if WE# WT TTT srf&f^RT ft 

tptr sej^# if, RihPiPH #r wtset wft|:- 
TtE TTW 3Ef*I#t if:- 

I) ‘EMdNIH STfcH’^Mn f srsffr [ffit 31# WEE"^) 3TTg# HgKM 

iiRw f#yif teiees” %tte# f wet #t ‘fftrrw#P#[tf#in# sit# 

TTEPT (3) T^T w|t H#f#T TrffRt # H#ST # 3ETT4Tf#T f#TT 4IUJ||. 3T#ET:- 

(2) (3) 

“Rhni IE El##!##” (ft##) 

(^ TPMdl WT STT^ffsTET srfcTT flft nn ^ 
#Eft WT #gEE ilR+H #FK IHIgMK if #m 
2012 ft 4T W if TT#?T TEJ W#f # H#ST if WET# 
HTfpft EgKM irf#W f#nf#?TTTET, WW 3TTT 
_TEETTflftl)_ 


[#. ft-18018/6/2017-TTTrf-I/ u>J) 1/4 -3130920] 
ft. #. fftWTTFT, 3RT nf#r 
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MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
(Department of Health and Family Welfare) 

New Delhi, the 30th January, 2019 

S.O. 692. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 

In the said Schedule- 

a) against “Chhatrapati Sahuji Maharaj Medical University, Lucknow” under the heading ‘Recognized Medical 
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2) ], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:- 


(2) 

(3) 

“Diploma in Obstetrics & Gynecology” 

(DGO) 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Chhatrapati Sahuji Maharaj Medical 
University, Lucknow in respect of students admitted at 
Moti Lai Nehru Medical College, Allahabad on or before 
2012) 


[No. C-18018/6/2017-ME-I/FTS-3130920] 
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy. 


27 '+kd(l, 2019 

W.sir. 693.—'dKcfld oPod arfalP i MH, 1956(1956 FT 102) SIFT 11 # FT-STUT (2) 

£TTT FRT 91 ted 41 FT WOT JU fir ^ *HFk, 'Hkcfld 3U^k:?IM mR'R % RF# FT% FF # 

tuft 31^41 Ryteted, #7wmFGft|:- 

RF TTRT 3^-41 if> 


‘BMdlMIH STPjfffTFT arfcTT’sMF % 3FSfhT[f^I% RTF 3TFT FFFFT(2) Wf w| “3ipf^ BRUT 
te s dR^M4, RFf % FIRT srf^R- Ftefft % F?FTF sftr % Rrn; TtfMtlFTW’ [RfR RTF SIFT FFnT(3) 

fft w|lTRfRkFtete% tr&t if R^Rited RLRrrterteFTdiudi. stfItt:- 


(2) 

(3) 

“dlFH 3fPF i)RRk (dFH RteRpT)” 

ii-tuTi (dd j H irfilTkr) 

(F^ TT5p TTFFTT FRT srfcTT fpft FF FF 

tlRdH FTRf, if %FF 

siFIdRk FF FF 2013-14, 2014-15, 2015-16 sffr 
2016-17 R F%9T TH7 WFt % RTF R 31Pfa<? FRUr 
f^dR^Md, FFTT £TTTFFTT fpftl) 


[t. ^-12012/05/2019-i^Tt-I/3194671] 

ft - . F. d'4l HIRTTF, 3TR 

New Delhi, the 27th February, 2019 

S.O. 693. —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical Council 
Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes the 
following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 

In the said Schedule- 

a) against ‘‘Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ 
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 
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‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely: 


_(2)_(3)_ 

“Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine)” MD (General Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna in 
respect of students admitted at Jawaharlal Nehru Medical 
College, Bhagalpur in the academic year 2013-14, 
2014-15, 2015- 16 and 2016-17 only) 


[No. U. 12012/05/2019-ME-I/3194671] 
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy. 


27W^t, 2019 

^T.sir. 694 .— 'HKcfk iRtk 1956 (1956 TT 102) # STUT 11 # 

TT- STm (2) gOTT 5 KcT &Tiwff TT WRf WT fTT 'NHcTh SH^RslM tR7F? % Wll WF 3FF 

3T%f^TfT # FT^TTT 3(^4) Rmfuf^T, sftr TtsTTSHT TiTcft |:- 

3FF 31 if;- 

Ti) ‘WWUTTTT 311^ M 3T#TT’&fPUF % 3f«fRr[f^ 3J1% T4UTT(2) Tiff W |] FRTFSR ftsTFT 
TH fwfwpUT, % TTFfRl 3 tRRt % WW 3f[T ‘q'4)=MU| % f^TT VI’ [f%*T 3TFT 

TipnT(3) Tiff W |j % ?N1%cf % 7RST if f^-Wpl3Uf:T«nf^f f^JTT ^11UUI. sr^:- 

(2) (3) 

“d|4d< 3TUF Tnrft (R-RNt d|4iTlR)B) 

XTTi RMdNIH STT^sTR- srfn Wft *f®r R7T 
Wfife irRNFT RiFTFR, -Fl£l4R, %TFT 1 if %RFT 
shkRH 2011-12, 2012-13, 2013-14 sftr 
2014-15 3HKHH *UT # 3f%ST THT W^t % HWST R 
RTCT ^cfT^ST RtsfFT TH fwfWFUT, IJ^JT s*TTT 
_3^FfRftl)_ 


[FT. ^(-12012/05/2019-t^rf- 1/3194671] 

J ft. %. '-idIHI cTUT, 3T^T hR^FT 


New Delhi, the 27th February, 2019 

S.O. 694.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 

In the said Schedule- 

a) against “Kerala University of Health Sciences, Thrissur", under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ 
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation 
for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:- 

(2) (3) 


“Doctor of Medicine (Radio-Diagnosis) 


MD (RadioDiagnosis) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Kerala University of Health Sciences, Thrissur in 
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respect of students admitted at Government Medical 
College, Kottayam, Kerala in the academic year 2011-12, 
2012-13, 2013-14 & 2014-15 only). _ 

[No. U-12012/05/2019-ME-I/3194671 ] 

P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy. 


Ft RfR, 1 srtrr, 2019 


W.sir. 695.—'HKcO'M FPjRwF mR/R stRRRf 1956(1956 FT 102) Rt SIFT 11 FF- STITT (2) 
£FT TRccT 2|Rd4T FT WF FTcT |TT ^ FTFF, 'HKrfld HRtR % ^ FR FF stRtRFTF # 

FFF 3)^41 F, RnRiRld, TT^ftSHT Tt4t |;- 

FtF FFF 3)^41 R- 

i) Fmr tttf srrqlwR srfcrr’sM^% sp?fhT [RrR fff 3 m ftttf(2) f?f fft t] “RtftftfrRfth 
T j9 v" R FTFR sffRF FRfR R F?FRT FF ‘q'4kR«J| R RTF FRiR^ u|’ [RfF SlR 
ftttf(3) fft w |] % ffIRf fRR/ % ffst 4 f^wf%f%rr srptftRct Rrt stfr:- 

(2) (3) 


“ffrt stpT) RftlrTF (R>Ri=m 4RRh tR 
R4RRsft)” 


FFf( (O.Ri+vi 4 RRH ttt R|Rh 4 ff) 

(Fjf IR BMdlM IH 3)1^51 M srfFT frft FF F?T 
ffRR RRff frr, =bi^MR 4 2015 ft ft fr 
4 fRtRtf Rrr tut % ffst 4 Rtf m®t 

RsIIH ^JT FRT TRF fuftl) 


fR: 1. ft xrf tFft RMdi stRrfft ftR Rf 4t di(l<d R stRRff 5 wt Rtf fFfr sfrr ff% fr rtft 

H4id.<u| FGIMI fFTTI 

2. FFFFT % ‘F#FTF’ # FfsFFT F# fT’R FT HMdl RTF FT4 % R|Tr ^trft |l 

3. sRRr BMdi ft fff % h41=myi ftfR f Rftt rR ft, fRftftfff, Rtwr RT if, FFRf 
FTTFFTtTT fR F F%F FF ft FTQFTI 

[F. 12012/93/2019-iTFf-I/TTR€hFT-3204216] 

xft. %. FRTFToFFT, 3RT fR^f 


New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019 

S.O. 695.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 

In the said Schedule- 

I) against “Kerala University of Health Sciences, Thrissur”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical 
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the 
heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, 
namely:- 

(2) (3) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Physical Medicine MD (Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation) 

and Rehabilitation)” (This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted by 

Kerala University of Health Sciences, Thrissur in respect of students 
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being trained at Government Medical College, Kottayam on or after 
2015). 


Note: 

1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it 
shall have to be renewed. 

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition. 

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the 
concerned Postgraduate Courses. 

[No. U-12012/93/2019-ME-I/3204216] 
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy. 

1 ariter, 2019 

696.—'HKcTld STPjffsTFT HRM4 aRRfRTR’, 1956(1956 TT 102) Rt STITT 11 # TFT-STRT (2) 
£TTT TPRcT SlR-ddl TT WET +tR fir B7+K, 'HUrfR 3H^ff?TFT mRtK % RTF Rt 

WT 31^41 R, RhPiRm, afR RRtsFT TTTft1:- 
TtF STSHT 3)^43 R:- 


I) RMdlDIH STT^ffsTR ST^TT’^fhf^ R 3T?fhT[f^r% wR 3ffR W?PT(2) RfRw 

TSTJT” R HTfR RfRfT sfRiR % WFT #7 ‘RRlWT % fRrr RRl[fRR wR snR TiFTR (3) 
wr w|i RRRfRrTrfRfRRRRsr 4 RhRRm sRnTrrfRT fR^rr ^i ujii. stRrt:- 


(2) 

(3) 

“hittK 4+ -hRR (^hgh ’hR’O)” 

ii-Hii-H ^4(1) 

TTTT BM4I W STPjfRsrR srfcTT flRt RT 

'44R7HM R^ Rft+FT RtRr R 2016 Rt 

4T R TrfRfsRr fRiT tht ^iR) R RRsr R dnR^ 

RfRt fRyR4iM4, tttt ^rt trxt fnRi) 


Rte 1 . ft" ?rf RRt mmcii arflpjw ^tfR frR Rt ttfR^ % 3rf%wT 5 R Rrrr frRt Rfr -jhR ^ 

dRl^TI +74 Ml fUTTI 

2. BMdl % ‘H 41+7+1’ #3 tRfTT ^ fUR Rt HMdl TFFFT +tR% fRrr t^pijflRt |l 

3. 3rRRur BMdl +T TUFT % h41+7U| +74 14 R fRw TT, hRu|IB74'VM, Rf^TTT? T^T R, RRRRt 
4W+ItH RlR $r 7 tR?T R? fr 'dlUhll 


[R. ^-120 12/92/20 19-t 


T-3204209] 


Rt. R. RRttstpt, 3FT7 HfR+ 

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019 

S.O. 696.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical Council 
Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes the following 
further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely: - 

In the said Schedule- 


13 against “Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ 
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:- 
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(2) 

(3) 

“Master of Surgery (General Surgery)” 

MS (General Surgery) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna in 
respect of students being trained at Jawaharlal Nehru 
Medical College, Bhagalpur on or after 2016). 


Note: 


1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it 
shall have to be renewed. 

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition. 

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the 
concerned Postgraduate Courses. 

[No. U-12012/92/2019-ME-I/FTS-3204209] 
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy. 

Ft R^-Tl, 1 3T§^T, 2019 

^T.SRT. 697—FIGflF HP M F stRiRMF, 1956(1956 FT 102) SIFT 11 # TF-STITT (2) £TTT 

FF7T FT WF FT% fTT FRF *KF>k, FTTcffa aF^ffsTTF Hft.tK % FTTFF? FT% TxF 3ff4R]FTT # FFT 

31^414, I^PlRn, sftrwtSTTFT# t:- 
TFF FFT? 31^41 Jf:- 

Fi) ‘HMdiym 3n^ff5TFT 3TfTT’§fhfTi % 3f#F 3# FTTTT(2) FI^T FFT %] “3F#T£ FT#T 

FTFT” % FIT# 3ff#T #4# % F33TF 3# ‘'-j#FTF % Ff^ftFTF’ [f^FT ^1% 3F% FTFPT(3) 

wr fft |] % % #rsr 4 f#rf#fr#r srttftRt f%^rr wirtt. sf-ttf:- 

(2) (3) 

“#F<H 3lfT) i}RRk (TFTTFT I]RRk)” TTRff (TTFTRT RQRlH) 

(f^ FMdPdiH sn^ffsrFT 3rf?rT fr# ft fit # 
wr Ttft^r fffTt, wffftf 4 2016 ftt ft ftf 4 
FlFlflfF f%R FTT % FFYT 4 3F4lTJ FT#F 
f^T^FITTF, FTFT ^TTT FFrf fuftl) 


#T: 1. # Ft #ft FFFFT srf^FFT TFT# ## # FF#F % arf^FRTF 5 f 4 % f%TT ## 3# TF% FTF ^TFT 
H41FTFI +<■4Ml ffFTI 

2. TFFFT % ‘FftFFF’ FfsfFT F# ffrft FT FFFFT FFTF FT# % f#R FTF( ft# |l 

3. 3#f#F FFFFT FT FFF % H-ClFTFI FTFT# 4 f#FTT TF# FT, mPnIIFHT'H, PtTFFTF #, FFf#F 
yi4+ldl F#4FF%?TFFFT FIU4II 

[F. ^-12012/85/2019-TTFf -I/ O F# OF -3203849] 
#. FT FFTFTSFTF, 3TFT ##F 

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019 

S.O. 697.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 


In the said Schedule - 

I) against “Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ 
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for 
Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:- 
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(2) 

(3) 

"Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine)” 

MD (General Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna in 
respect of students being trained as Sri Krishna Medical 
College, Muzzaffarpur on or after (2016). 


Note: 


1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it 
shall have to be renewed. 

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition. 

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the 
concerned Postgraduate Courses. 

[No. U-12012/85/2019-ME-I/FTS-3203 849] 
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy. 

1 2019 

^T.3ir. 698. — < HKcf)4 cHI^RsIH mR'R 1 956 (1956 TT 102) # STRI 1 1 # 3T- STET (2) 

3TTT PER §lRrl4T TT WET fTT RR PCTTT, PPpR au^RstM hPtk ^ PEP PT STf^l^nT # 

TTSSHT 31^-4) $T, Pl-Wpir^d, 3ftr WfSET TRft f 

RP PUT 31^-4) 

i) BMdiym srfp” % arsffrr [f^R apt tetter) w |] frr^ 

fhrr” % ttfeT arf^R- yRiy % wet sfrr ‘441+^1 % f%E 4%^^’ pt% apt pept( 3) 
PfT PIT |j % Etf^R Tf%1%% TRST t RhPiPsM aEFTpf^T f^TTT P Uhl. aRpr:- 

(2) (3) 

“sJIEH 3TFHirftf^ET (Trf4f^%l4)'MH’'l4))” Trqft (T>Rtf^l4)4 l<H)41) 

ER EEPTTTTH apjffsTET arfcTT fuft TR zr 

PTTE RTf PFK flRT *T 2016 PT P W if 

Tri%f$TcT f%E ^|4) % 7RST ^ E\ T ft. frig' 

fwfWETT, fpTT 
ptt w fpfh) 

R|7: 1. 4t Tnft TTFPTT arfU^Hi ^rrft f[E # Rlffrr % arf^ppT 5 pf % Rpr fEft sfrr PR pEFT 
h41+/'J| +<4mi fnni 

2. PRETT % ‘h4H<u|’ # pfsFRT fnft 4 t EREIT Wf PR* % f%TT Tpij fEft |l 

3. 3Erf§ET EERPT PP HEP % h41p<u| PAP l4 *T f%W PT, mPtIIBHA' 1 -!, ftTWR RP Hpf^TP 
PIMPItK pM EP%?TPPfr PTEPTI 

[4. ^-12012/86/2019-E]Et -I/ O PxDun -3203859] 

4t. %. 441 HISPTP, 3RT pf4p 


New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019 

S.O. 698.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 

In the said Schedule - 

I) against “A.P. Singh University, Rewa”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter 
referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ 
[hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:- 
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(2) 

(3) 



“Doctor of Medicine (Anaesthesiology)” MD (Anaesthesiology) 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by A.P. Singh University, Rewa in respect of 
students being trained at Shyam Shah Medical College, 
Rewa on or after 2016). 

Note: 

1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it shall 
have to be renewed. 

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition. 

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the 
concerned Postgraduate Courses. 

[No. U-12012/86/2019-ME-I/FTS-3203859] 
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy. 


T§ 1 SUN) 2019 

^T.3ir. 699.—TI J 41 M TfFjf^TR tR 7T^ STfM^FR, 1956(1956 TT 102)# STITT 11 ft -TT- 
STTTT (2) 1TTT TT7T TT TpftT Tift fir tR+R, 'HKcfR STRj^TRT hRn'^ if TTPftf TT% 

ttf srfM^nrft tftt if, RyfRRid, sffr^r^ftsnrTrft|> 

TT TRPT spjgrft f:- 


I) ‘BMdNIH STT^ffsTFr 3rfdT’fFTT f TSpR [f%if R3% 3TFT TTTT (2) TfT TTT |] “Tf.TTT.ff.3nT. TTTRT 
RstM fwfWRrT, % TTTT sff^TT TTftf^ % WTT 3ffT ‘fffTTT % RrT TRlRT'HJl’ [Rif 3TFf 

tftt(3) t^t ttt |] ifffffrTffffrfff srif RyRRid 3TTT«nfRrf^rr ttttt. sttft:- 


(2) 

(3) 

‘Rr<r 3fpTii)RRn (faff tm if))” 

(T^ TMdNIH STRjtfsriT 3rfcTT fuff TT TT 

TRTT TTftTOT TTTTT, TTTTrft if 201 8 ft TT TTT if 

TRrflrT f%rr irt ^jTf % WJ if ff.TTT.ff.31R. 
TTRST ffsiTT ffTTTTTT TFT TTT 

fuffi) 


Ttr: 1. ff Tf frff BMdl 3fi%g^TT TTff flf ft TlffiT % aififTTT 5 Tf % ffn; fftff 3TR TT% TTT TTTT 

tttttt fTm 

2. TRTTT % ‘h4)t><u|’ # TffTT Tff fnff ft FMdl TTTT Tiff % Rtt TPJffiff fl 

3. 3fff%rr BMdl TT TTT % dflTTd TTTRf if ffTTT Tlpf TT, mRu|ITR1TM, Rc-MK TT if, ff1%T 
■MMTItK fff if TTTTTftTRTTT I 

[f. Tf-12012/87/2019-xnrf - I/M/hf iRl-3203869] 

ft. %. fftTTSTTT, 3RR Tf%T 


New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019 

S.O. 699 .—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 
In the said Schedule 
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I) against “Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical 
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:- 

(2) (3) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Physiology)” MD (Physiology ) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, 
Vijayawada in respect of students being trained at 
Bhaskar Medical College, Yenkapally on or after 2018). 

Note: 

1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, 
upon which it shall have to be renewed. 

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition. 

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of 
admission to the concerned Postgraduate Courses. 

[No. U-12012/87/2019-ME-I/FTS-3203869] 
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy. 
Hi i 2019 

W.aff. 700.—Hl/rfld 311^51 M iRdd 1956(1956 TT 102) # STITT 11 # TT- STRT (2) 

£TTT TTTT 91 fad 41 TT WOT TTTf fn HTTTT, 'HI<41 M TRTT % TTHU? TrfT arf^f^nT # 

wr 3^4)t, fanfafan, sftr wishtt41|:- 

TTfT WT 3^41 if:- 

I) ‘HMdNIH STPjfWR % 3f4k [f^ 31T% (2) w |] “tptttr' 

fasTTH RpdfaAINd, % TUFT Tlfaft % TSTFT sfrr % fvPT tfarftTT'T’ [fait 3TFT 

TTTTT(3) W f] % ttftcT tfaft t ttST 4 fanfafald SFTTTTfTT fa^TT IUH1. sPTFT:- 

(2) (3) 

“TRTT ilfaRld IwitUR Rt sTT ^HIdlH l4) W 

Wfi HMdPHH an^ffsTR sr^TT fpft 'TT 
UHUHUH ilfa+H TTtr, trppjT if 2018 HT 
WTC t TrRrRRT f%ir TTT ^FTT % TTHST t TTTTTPT 
TTUSH fasTTH fan [fail Md, £TTT TTT7T 

_gtfl)_ 

1. ft Tf faff HMdl ^rrR fit # Tlffa t arfifaTrF 5 sfa % Rpr fpfr sflr WTT IW 

TTTTHT ffaTI 

2. HMdl % ‘dtldMI’ #Tft^TTHft ffat fa HMdl TTPTTfa %ffar tTEJflfafl 

3. sfaffal HMdl TT 7FFT t dtldMI TTTlt t fam TT, hRu||HHAM, ftTWTT TT t, farffar 
WcfaTrlT fat t fa9T fa fT 'dlfall 

[t. ^-12012/89/2019-tTRf-i/ ip-hJ if H -3203975] 
fa. fa dfaHI SHUT, 3TTT fafa 


New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019 

S.O. 700 .—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 


In the said Schedule :- 











2778 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 11, 2019/VAISAKHA 21, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019 

S.O. 701.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 

In the said Schedule 

I) against “NIMS University, Jaipur”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as 
column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter 
referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:- 

(2)_(3)_ 


“Magister Chirurgiae (Neuro Surgery)” M.Ch (Neuro Surgery) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by NIMS University, Jaipur in respect of students 
being trained at National Institute of Medical Science & 
Research, Jaipur, Rajasthan on or after 2018). 


Note: 

1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it shall 
have to be renewed. 

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition. 

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the 
concerned Postgraduate Courses. 

[No. U-12012/90/2019-ME-I/FTS -3203976] 
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy. 


Hi R^-Ti, 1 ajifcr, 2019 

W.aff. 702.—'Hu4ld arrjffsrR- arfllPjdR, 1956( 1956 HR 102) # STTTT 11 W- STETT (2) 
WT WHf §|R-d4T HR WI WH frr ipR R/HR, RKrild au^Rslld iRw % RR% Rrf7 # 

wh ar^ft 4, RnPif^ri, ajk wish witf 
htf wer ai^41 ir- 


I) ‘RMdldlH arfRT’ #4^ % SRftH [f*Et 3TT% ERW (2) E^T HHT t] “T^TR WEE 

WIWE f4?TET f4 s dl4dlME, EHEddl” % WEt aff^R % HWT affr ‘'-iilRHHI % 41^14+^1’ [ftf% 

wr eretr(3)ere w|t%wsr4 PlHPiPsid aicnwrfrcrf%HT wiri. wet:- 


(2) 

(3) 

“BIRR afEERst’Cl (aimMRM'lil)” 

u,r ij-h (4f Ed M R M~141) 

E/E RMdNIH aTT^ffsTR arfclT fuft W Hif 
f4dd I'j/ EWEH, if 2016 4t HT HTH 

t hIetPet i%rr rtt ^fpfr % wsr if Ti^nr wet 

?T1ET fisTTH HMEddl £KT 7TT 

fnfti) 

Hid: 1. 4t 0,41 RRddl apRl^HHI 
h41wji err M i fmri 

r srii-0 ild 4t dl-TPsI 4 arfiHdR 5 Hi % pin £|41 affc dR4 did ^rr,I 

2. R Rd d 1 % dilwh’ 4t diltdl 

d^l sfuft 4t R Rdd 1 WET =t><4 % Pi u <d 4l4i 
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3. 3T%f%7T TIFW 4T THUT % h4HuJ| 4/414 if RlTT T^pT T7, hPtIIRHT'H, Pk'-MK 7^1 %, TFtRrT 
■MM4ItK TT?f it IT^T tZ ft ^TTTTTTI 


[t. ^-12012/88/2019- 


-3203974] 


fl\ %. 3 rt uRur 


New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019 

S.O. 702.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 

In the said Schedule- 

I) against “West Bengal University of Health Sciences, Kolkata”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical 
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:- 

(2) (3) 

“Master of Surgery (Ophthalmology)” MS (Ophthalmology) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by West Bengal University of Health Sciences, 
Kolkata in respect of students being trained at Midnapore 
Medical College, Midnapore. on or after 2016). 


Note: 

1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it 
shall have to be renewed. 

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition. 

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the 
concerned Postgraduate Courses. 

[No. U-12012/88/2019-ME-I/FTS -3203974] 
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy. 


df R^fl, 1 3T3pT, 2019 

^T.air. 703.— 41/4)4 3U^ra?1H iP/K 3tRR4R, 1956(1956 TT 102) # STHT 11 # ^T-STITT (2) 

IT71 imcl SlRddl TT WPl 477T fTT T7^ 7TTTT7, 41/414 3H^(RdM hP,M 4 % 47% SlR-ppPR # 

WR 3^-4) if, RhRiPsM, 3^7 WIYFT 477% |:- 
WR 31^41 if:- 


‘RMdiym 3rfn’ §fhf4% sisPr [Rtr 14 % arut 4 Tttr (2) wr w |] “/i 4)4 Rtsft trtttr 

RdM 444 /'” % 7TFR 3tRr rRR % T^STTcf sftr 44) 4/4 % f%TT 4f4R4/u|’ [RlH TR% 3Tpf 

4FTR(3) 4BT WT |] 7T TUrfslR rRR% trst 4 RhRRcI STcpT^-fRlT RiRT dIU/ll. 3FTT4:- 


(2) 

(3) 

“RhIRI 5 RPR 4 I dl4iilRHl” 

i)lJR3j|/4) 

(7T1I TpF RM4I9IH STT^ffsTTR srfrTT fuft TR 
R-4444/ 3#n ARth nRf^Ti, %4Tf(, 

441/4 4Ti%Rrrf%Tr^n'T|^T41'3fr7 20l7-l8 
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cHF % TTir % 7RST if Tjjgf) - 

TTTTR R?IM fwf%5IETT, gTTT 3T5xT 

fnfri) _ 

[t. ^-12012/96/2019-TTTrt-EOT)^ n/H-3204253] 

4t. %. t^TTSRR, 3T5T 


New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019 

S.O. 703.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 

In the said Schedule 

I) against “Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, Bangalore”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical 
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:- 

(2) (3) 

“Diploma in Radio-Diagnosis” DMRD 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at 
Vijaynagar Institute of Medical Sciences, Bellary, 
Karnataka and students admitted upto the batches 
2017-18). 


[No. U-12012/96/2019-ME-I/FTS -3204253] 
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy. 


8 Tit, 2019 

^T.air. 704 .— bcth, sfu: wfksr (T(fJr if tt auspr) 

1962 (1962 TT 50) ft STRT 2 f WS (^) f airjRv m if M tfrt sk f TftcTT 3TF aff^TjTUT % 
arsftr ^TKci ffrffcnT wffkR Pifihk (414141 ug) ft ffrr - Rift tuthtr mPaTmhi f mur ^rrf&^Tfr f 
TT TFFT Wl f f^rr 3lP)P,Th 3T^K TT ft fr HRI^I 'tk'+d<,'=bMU<, ^rTT 3T^T ft RTcl 

4d)pMR ffffkRifRf^fRRT?ft |l 

ri arf^gw Rrff frit ft crrftR if ruj; frfh 

[W. t. 3TTT-11025(15)/3/2019-# anr-l/lf-29921 ] 

RREJ SIT, SUIT HffT 

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 8th May, 2019 

S.O. 704. —In pursuance of clause (a) of Section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government herby authorizes Shri. Prem Narayan Singh, 
Deputy Collector, Kanpur, U.P on additional charge to Bharat Petroleum Corp. Ltd. (BPCL) to perform the functions of 
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Competent Authority(s) in the State of Uttar Pradesh for Bina-Panki pipeline project of M/s Bharat Petroleum 
Corporation Ltd. under the said Act. 

This notification will be effective from the date of its issue. 

[F. No. R-11025(15)/3/2019-OR-I/E-29921 ] 
SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 


qiRi'»q vasTWi 

(q |fu|vr^ R^HIU) 

2Rt 2019 

to . to . 705 .— VsfN Pret Pwq rr PftTOR) Prr, 1964 % Prr 12, % rePutr 

(2) % TIFT RpR, pR?R (^Mxll pTOPR ttr ppSTR) RpRlTO, 1963 (1963 TO 22) # STITT 7 # RETOR (1 ) 
TOR' ETOT RplPf TO WlE TOP fir, pRp pET TTR.P. TOpE PlPPd, TOT RW : 8-45-9/2/1, B.C pTOT W 
RMl’-fl, ^Nft TOp pTO (TOR) Tft 3TTf TOTE, pEITOTOdB - 530003 E? TOT srfil 4(441 % TRR if 
TOR Pt TOpR R cfP Rtf Pt ERp % PlR- 

(E) RpR afP TOTTO - R^ 1, TOTp, Rp TOTTO, PePr TOTTO, ? L- r )A'4P4 RRT RTERTTO; Rp 

(R) RpR sfR 3RTTO- RPfjf 2, TOlP, ?p?R TOR%E Rf|E TOTR TOTTO, 

RTTETO4>k%4lPM 44144 PtSHEAP <MH4 ifE toPiE, PETE 20 pRRT, 1965 # 3Tpp441 R° 
TO. TO 3975 ETO PETE 20 R4H/, 1965 # 3iPp44l R° TO. TO. 3978 P EjfE EEtPTE 3Tpp44l if TMN4 
TOJpPlEf if PPPe ERR: EE rPe afp rrtE TT PePTOTTER TO ERTTOR TO if pE?E % *jP f^ftsfTTO 
TTO % fro PyPPd EE? % TO?P RE RpTTOE % TO if 4Mdl Pf? |, TOEET: 

(i) TO rPtTOTO, RpR #7 3RTTO RiJfH % PPP (PftTOE) PER, 1965 ETO RpR Rp TORE 

E^-ll % PPP (PffSTE) fPlR, 1965 P PER 4 % TOpE # Epf P TOE TOR % PP PPP 

fifftsiEqftro tor fRfro HinPiRy ePriRAI towir fpEpPft; Pt 

(ii) tot srRrroro, tot RfspEET P rPe toP tor? % eire if ?Pee (fPPiE sfp tjumro Peer) 
fPlP fPpTR tRto TOR EEE-ERE TO, PPld EE if, -Pe ER fifEEf % TOE^ fP? I 

[TO. R. %-'16014/3/2019-t%R?R Pf?STR] 

RTOTR JRTT RTRf?, RTOT RfTO (fRTOT PPaTR ipRTR) 

MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 
(Department of Commerce) 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2019 

S.O. 705.—In exercise of the powers conferred by the sub-section (1) of section 7 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with sub-rule (2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control and Inspection) 
Rules, 1964, the Central Government hereby recognizes M/s Mitra S.K. Private Limited, Door no. 8-45-9/2/1/ B.C 
Vidyanagar Colony, 4 th Lane, Near Old CBI Down, Visakhapatnam - 530003, as an agency for a period of three years 
from the date of publication of this notification, for the inspection of- 

(a) Minerals and Ores-Group I, namely the Iron Ore, Manganese Ore, Ferromanganese and Bauxite ; and 

(b) Minerals and Ores-Group II, namely the Chrome Ore including Chrome Concentrate; 

as specified in the Schedule annexed to the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce, 
published in the official Gazette vide number S.O. 3975, dated the 20 th December, 1965, and S.O. 3978, dated the 
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20 th December, 1965 respectively, prior to export of the said Minerals and Ores at Visakhapatnam and Gangavaram 

Ports, subject to the following conditions, namely: - 

(i) the said agency shall give adequate facilities to the officers nominated by the Export Inspection Council in this 
behalf to carry out the inspection specified under rule 4 of the Export of Minerals and Ores - Group I (Inspection) 
Rules, 1965 and Export of Minerals and Ores - Group II (Inspection) Rules, 1965; 

(ii) the said agency shall, in performance of its function as specified in this notification shall be bound by such 
directions, as the Director (Inspection and Quality Control), Export Inspection Council, may give in writing from 
time to time. 


[F. No. K-16014/3/2019 - Export Inspection] 
SANTOSH KUMAR SARANGI, Jt. Secy. (Export Inspection Division) 


P^d 4dl<rM 

6*Tf, 2019 

706.—Vsfl4 7-R+U, TM^TWT (TFT % ?TET#T WRrff % WET) 1976 % 10, # 

•dHRiw (4) % fwfr m %< 1^4 

TfSRPT 4m, #r w f5ra% 80 +44 1 -0^4 4 fWfr +i4+usr+ srnr urm fSpiT 

T^fr 1 1 

[t. 11011/9/2017-ff4t] 

MINISTRY OF POWER 

New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 706. —In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notify the Hydro Power Training Centre, Nangal, Punjab of 
National Power Training Institute under the administrative control of Ministry of Power, where 80% of the staff have 
acquired working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. 11011/9/2017-Hindi] 
RAJ PAL, Economic Adviser 


set vt vtvrnrv 44 m 4 


1 *rf, 2019 

4H.31T. 707.—3MR| + f44T4 3lf4f444, 1947 (1947 44 14) 44 SJRT 17 4> 4, 4R444 #77# 

##77 ?#77 fw# fcrfi&s WTcDi 4> 44m Pii)'lvH4#i sffc ^4# + 4 + 1 # 4 4m, SEpM 4 f4f4m 3fl4Rl + 
f 44 T 4 4 4 E 4 m «h^+k # w ( tt## ?t# 77 - 7/2015) 7# </+//?/c 7 447# 

# 4# +'t#<7 777W7 WT 28/ 04/2019 4# 444 f317 84 | 

[4. W-20013/02/2019-31#. 3tR (41-1) 
44. 4. f%, 3EJ4T4 #444# 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 707. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Earnakulam 
(Ref. No. 7/2015) as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
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qffMt, 1 tfi, 2019 

qq.'STT. 708. — 3ft#Rich fefTT srfSff^FT, 1947 (1947 Wl 14) feTRT 17 rf R, RRtTR 

eNr) 3ft.TFT.*ff.rft. rf WlcRT Tfj RPTg Pi Hi vH <Hl' 3fft <bftcbK) cf> #EJ, SEJ^T ^ PlRtri 3ft rfl Rich 

PpfK E WR 3ft rfl Rich 3Tf^fRR/6El -HIHIcHH 3)^KMK cf> WTC (TTTft WTT 641 /2004) cpjt 444^10 

4R^) t, qft 4^4 TR45R rf\ 28/04/2019 4ft" qTRT f3TT SJT | 

[TT. TR-20040/49/l995-3TTf. 3TR. (#-1] 

VT 4). f%, ar^rpT arteTfr 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 708. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Ahmedabad 
(Ref. No. 641/2004) as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Limited and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 28.04.2019. 

[No. L-20040/49/1995-IR(C-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 13 th March, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 641/2004 

The Officer on Special Duty, (Projects), 

ONGC Ltd., Gandhar Project, 

Ankleshwar (Gujarat) .. .First Party 

V/s. 

Late Solanki Balvantbhai Devjibhai, 

Legal Heir Akash Gohil 

At and Post Sisodra, Tal. Ankleshwar, 

Bharuch (Gujarat) - 394810 ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri C.S. Naidu 
For the Second Party : Shri Prabhatsinh Parmar 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-20040/49/95-IR(C- 
I) dated 03.09.1996 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of 
the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether Shri Solanki Balvantbhai Devjibhai is justified in claiming that he was an employee of Oil and 
Natural Gas Commission, Now Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., Gandhar Project, Ankleshwar and that 
his services were illegally terminated w.e.f. 03.03.1992? If so, to what relief the said workman is entitled and 
from which date?” 

1. The reference dates back to 03.09.1996 and received on 19.09.1996 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 3 on 29.11.1996 and the 
first party ONGC Ltd. submitted the written statement Ex. 15 on 25.01.2001. 
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3. The second party workman Solanki Balvantbhai Devjibhai in his statement of claim Ex. 3 has alleged that he 
had been working as Khalasi in Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., hereinafter referred to as ‘ONGC’ in a 
high risk zone required and having special skills at high pressure oil wells. He used to work near the opening of 
the mouth of wells where a special type of oil valve known as Christmas Tree Valve are installed. The place of 
section in which he used to work is known as Exploration Business Group (EBG) logging reservoir section. He 
used to work for 12 hours a day; sometimes he was required to work for 24 hours or even for 48 hours 
continuously. He worked with fullest of efficiency, zeal, skill, responsibility and devotion but unfortunately, his 
services were terminated w.e.f. 03.03.1992 without giving reasons. He had been serving under direct guidance 
and supervision of ONGC but was wrongly treated as a contract labour while if-so-facto he had never been a 
contract labour as per the ingredients of Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970, hereinafter 
referred to as ‘Act’, because while engaged by the ONGC, he never obtained any licence for contract under the 
said Act nor the ONGC sanctioned him any contract to do contract work. The true facts were that the work was 
of a highly perennial nature and without performing the nature of his work, the exploration of oils from the oil 
wells were impossible. The extracted crude oil from the oil wells which he used to do was the essential business 
and monopoly of business of ONGC. He has further alleged that after termination of his service, the ONGC 
immediately thereafter on 03.03.1992 engaged fresh workmen with a monthly wages of Rs.887/- per month. 
The details of the workmen engaged after his termination are as under: 


Serial No. 

Name 

Place of Residence 

1 

Sajid Usmangani 

Hansot 

2 

Yadav Indrajit S. 

Ankleshwar 

3 

S.C. Garbee 

ONGC Colony 

4 

Madanlal 

B hatha 

5 

Jahir Hamid Rasul 

Telva 

6 

Shaikh S.G. 

Telva 

7 

R.B. Hansoti 

Sajod 

8 

B.J. Patel 

Adol 

9 

Jitendrasing Ravat 

ONGC Colony 

10 

Ashwin Rana 

Bharuch 

11 

Indrajit 

Bharuch 

12 

Ashok 

ONGC Colony 

13 

Basir Shaikh 

Kapalsadi 


Thus the termination of his service was being in violation of the provisions of Section 25 F, G and H of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, therefore, null and void. He has further alleged that the first party has devised a 
peculiar system of giving employment to the workmen by making minor changes in their names in the manner 
like Solanki Bachubhai D., Solanki Bansibhai D. and Solanki Bhanu D. The intention of the ONGC was only to 
deprive the workman the benefits of continuous of service. The workman worked for more than 240 days and 
was entitled for automatic permanent status after the completion of 180 days as provided in the certified 
standing order for contingent employee of ONGC. He has further alleged that he was being paid consolidated 
pay of Rs.870/- per month instead of regular pay scale of Khalasi being as 1156-25-1306-30-1456-35-1526. 
Thus he has prayed for declaring his termination of service as illegal, reinstatement with full back wages 
declaring him as permanent employee and any other relief as the Tribunal deems fit along with Rs.5000/- as 
expenses of the reference. 

4. The first party ONGC in the written statement Ex. 15 submitted that the workman was not a permanent 
employee and he was a contingent employee, the services of which were governed by certified standing orders 
known as “Certified Standing Orders for Contingent Employees of ONGC”, therefore, the workman being a 
contingent employees does not deserve the reliefs sought by him in his statement of claim. 

5. The workman vide list Ex. 16 and Ex. 17 submitted the documents like Identity Cards showing him as 
contingent labour from 10.07.1991 to 30.07.1991, 04.04.1991 to 30.06.1991 and 23.07.1991 to 21.10.1991, 
summery of attendance from November 1990 to March 1992, type of wells where he worked etc. The second 
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party workman also submitted the copies of the office order regarding certified standing orders known as 
“Certified Standing Orders for Contingent Employees of ONGC’’. 

6. The first party vide list Ex. 27 submitted the zerox copies of contingent bills of 01.06.1991 and 30.04.1992 

showing that the expenditure involved in the payment of wages to the contingent workmen, casual labourers 
shall be met out of the budget under the relevant head of account. 

7. The second party workman moved an application Ex. 20 for production of documents detailed in the application 

for the just disposal of case but the ONGC by way of affidavit submitted that the documents are not traceable. 

8. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise: 

i. Whether Shri Solanki Balvantbhai Devjibhai is justified in claiming that he was an employee 
of Oil and Natural Gas Commission, Now Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., Gandhar 
Project, Ankleshwar and that his services were illegally terminated w.e.f. 03.03.1992? 

ii. To what relief, if any, the concerned workman is entitled? 

9. Issue No. i and ii: As both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are decided together. The burden of proof of 

these issues lies on the second party workman who was examined vide affidavit Ex. 12 reiterating the 
averments made in the statement of claim. In his cross-examination, he has stated that he applied by way of 
moving an application for job in ONGC but he has not proof of it because it would have been with ONGC. He 
did not face interview and was not given any appointment letter from ONGC. It is true that the permanent 
workmen of ONGC are used to be issued Identity Cards with the seal and signature of ONGC. He does not 
know that the permanent employees of ONGC are used to be given the pay slips every month and in the pay 
slips, the provident fund deduction are used to be shown. He admitted that his name was on the contingency of 
ONGC and wages are paid accordingly. He was paid the wages by way of vouchers and he was not employed 
as a permanent employee of ONGC. He was paid a fixed salary of Rs.887/- per month. He did not work as a 
workman of ONGC. He studied up to 12 th standard. The details of pay slips would have been with ONGC. The 
ONGC used to obtain the Identity Card for deposition after the completion of work but the work he used to do 
was of a permanent nature but was discharged stating that the work has been completed. He has 5 family 
members which he used to sustain them. 

10. The first party ONGC examined the witness named Ramchandra Devi Reddy vide document Ex. 25 reiterating 
the averments made in the written statement and in his cross-examination, he has stated that the work of 
retaining any person in job or terminating the job is done by R & P Section of ONGC. This workman never 
worked under him. He has no personal knowledge regarding him but he has admitted on the basis of record 
that this workman was not engaged through any contractor treating him as a contract worker but he was paid 
the wages through vouchers but wage register and muster roll are not being maintained regarding the 
contingency labour. 

11. I heard the arguments of the advocates of the parties and considered the oral and documentary evidence of the 
parties available on the record. From the perusal of the evidence, it is clearly establishes that this workman 
worked for 2 years from 06.11.1990 to 03.03.1992 and the Para 14 of Certified Standing Orders for 
Contingent Employees of ONGC provides as under: 

“(i) For terminating the employment of a workman, notice in writing shall be given in accordance with the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 provided that where a temporary workman is not entitled to one 
month’s notice under the Industrial Disputes Act, he shall be given at least 7 days’ notice for termination of 
employment. Alternatively, wages shall be paid in lieu of notice. 

(ii) The services of a workman shall not be terminated as punishment unless he has been given an opportunity 
of explaining the charges of misconduct alleged against him in the manner prescribed in Clause 16. 

(iii) Where the employment of any workman is terminated, the wages earned by him and other dues, if any shall 
be paid before the expiry of the second working days from the day on which his employment is terminated.” 

12. The first party witness Ramchandra Devi Reddy has expressed ignorance regarding the service of any such 
notice on this workman. He has also expressed ignorance that after the termination of the workman, junior 
workmen were not engaged. 

13. It is noteworthy that this workman has died of Carcinoma on 17.08.2017 as appears from the documents 
submitted by the legal heirs of the workman who have been ordered to be substituted vide application Ex. 35 
on 09.04.2018. 

14. The Gujarat High Court in SCA No. 3348 of 1988, 1997 (a), Guj. Law Reporter, Page 61, ONGC V/s 
Maheshwari Devi, has held that it would be discriminatory to not hold a person completing 180 days of 
attendance in a short period of 12 consecutive months would not be entitled for status of a temporary 
employee and also would not be entitled to the notice as provided under Clause 1 of the Standing Order No. 
14 and such construction of the Standing Order would clearly militate against the right of equality before law 
enshrined in Article 14 of the Constitution of India and the right of equality in matters relating to employment 
as enshrined in Article 16 of the Constitution of India and may have the effect of rendering the Standing Order 
itself to be open to challenge under Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India. 
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Reference: (CGITA) No- 114/2004 

The Manager, 

State Bank of India, Main Branch, Bhadra, 

Ahmedabad (Guj arat) - 3 80001 ... First Party 

V/s. 

Shri Kishor S. Gupta, 

C/o Gujarat Rajya General Kamdar Mazdoor Panchayat, 

211, 2 nd Floor, Relief Shopping Centre, Near GPO, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 ... Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri B.K. Oza 
For the Second Party : Shri H.B. Mansuri 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Fabour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. F-12012/45/98-IR(B-I) 
dated 23.09.1998 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India is justified in terminating the services of 
Shri Kishor S. Gupta w.e.f. 01.02.1993 and not considering for regular employment is justified? If not what 
relief the concerned workman is entitled to?’’ 

1. The reference dates back to 23.09.1998 and received on 28.09.1998 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 5 on 21.12.1998 and 
the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 9 on 05.04.1999. The case was listed for argument. 

3. On 02.04.2019, the second party workman Kishor S. Gupta and the first party State Bank of India, Ahmedabad 
submitted the settlement Ex. 23 vide application Ex. 22 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of 
onetime payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman 
Kishorbhai S. Gupta vide Bankers Cheque No. 355002 dated 30.03.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen 
Thousand) in the favour of Shri H.B. Mansuri, advocate of second party workman vide Bankers Cheque No. 
355001 dated 30.03.2019 and nothing has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 23 is read 
over and explained to the parties. They admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the 
settlement Ex. 23 is accepted by the Tribunal. 

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 23. The settlement Ex. 23 shall remain the 
part of the award. 

5. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


'Ti? Rc/il, 1 Rf, 2019 

^T.3TT. 710. — 3ft cl Hi R| cb ftqTC STfSlpRE, 1947 (1947 45T 14) £TRT 17 ^ 3 

^HcTN 72Z #Tt 4) yTMcfcl Pldlwlcb)' 3fk Wqq) tfpq sppq B Pfe 3fM)R|<b f^TK B 

3jkiijR|cb StfeNUT, 5H/H4MK ^ TW5 (wf w 1270/2004) WTftTcT Wfl t, ^ qfj 

01/05/2019 47T TTTRT i|3tT SIT I 


[7T. W-12012/539/98-3TT^ 3TR (/Tl—1)] 

#f. tjTT. spqr qpM 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 710. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1270/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribimal-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019. 

[No. L-12012/539/98-IR (B)-l)] 
B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 
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'if ftWfr, 1 Ef, 2019 

EH3I7. 711.— 3i'k4)Rl<b fkEE SlfSrf^RTH, 1947 (1947 EE 14) kt £|RT 17 k 3R/RR 3 kktE 4KEK 

vi 14 rf[i| kz k eeeetct ei ete^e Pi ifivdchl sfk 3 ejee e Rfe ^fpifiPcb kETE e kkk 

EREEE 3(144)Rich StRiERR, E^EEMK k RETS (RE^ TREE 1371 /2004) E^T HEdRld ERcfl t, Eft kktE TREEE ETl 
01/05/2019 eR ETET ^3TT SIT | 


[Tf. ER — 12012 /121 / 2001—30^ 3TR (^t—1)] 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 


#f. tRT. f«R5, 3TET Ef%E 


S.O. 711. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1311/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019. 


[No. L-12012/121/2001-IR (B-l)] 


B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT. 

AHMEDABAD 


Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 


Dated 08 th April, 2019 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 1371/2004 


1. The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, L.H.O., 

Bhadra, Lai Darwaja, Ahmedabad 

2. The Regional Manager, 

State Bank of India,Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj, 

Baroda - 390005 

3. The Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Timalya Wad Branch, Timalya Wad, 

Surat (Gujarat) 

4. The Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Service Branch, Second Floor, 

Akshar Complex, Behind Rang Upuvan, 

Nanpura, Makaipul, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 .. .First Party 

V/s. 

Shri Dineshchandra Manilal Maisuriya, 

Suthar Falia, at & Post Amari, Taluka, 

Navsari (Gujarat) ...Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri A.B. Gogia 
For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/121/2001- 
IR(B-I) dated 16.10.2001 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Dineshchandra Manilal Maisuriya has put in ‘continuous service’ in 
the bank as per provisions of Section 25-B? If so, whether the action of the management of State Bank of 
India, Ahmedabad through its officers in terminating the services of the workman Shri Dineshchandra Manilal 
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Maisuriya w.e.f. 31.01.1997 with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees 
is justified? If not, what relief the concerned workman is entitled?” 

1. The reference dates back to 16.10.2001 and received on 01.11.2001 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the 
case may be. The case was listed for evidence of the second party. 

3. The case was dismissed on 15.02.2017 in the absence of the evidence of the second party workman. The second 
party workman moved an application for restoration vide Misc. Application (CGITA) No. 28/2017 which is 
allowed on 08.04.2019 and the reference is restored to its original number. 

4. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Dineshchandra Manilal Maisuriya and the first party State Bank of 
India, Surat and others submitted the settlement Ex. 29 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime 
payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Dineshchandra Manilal 
Maisuriya vide Demand Draft No. 774198 dated 05.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in 
the favour of Shri P.F. Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 774195 dated 05.04.2019 
and nothing has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 29 is read over and explained to the 
parties. They admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 29 is accepted by 
the Tribunal. 

5. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 29. The settlement Ex. 29 shall remain the part 
of the award. 

6. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


Ti? RecTl, 1 Rf, 2019 

^T.'SIT. 712.— kkd)Pl<b fcfcJTT SlPlPUFT, 1947 (1947 Wl 14) kt URT 17 k SRj/RH 3 kkk 4K4>K 
WTTrfk cfc WIcfcT cf> wg Pi if) <hi sfft WF) <tk<bKl k SfJSftT E Pfe kkkfkr felTT E kkk 

WbR kidii)Rid? SlPpFRR, k TW (wf WIT 150/2004) kf 44,|Pld Wl) t, Wl cj)Rk WbR kf 

01/05/2019 kt 3TTRT ^3TT SIT | 


[TT. W-12012/l87/98-3lk (4t-l)] 

«ft. tRT. 3RT dPld 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 712. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 150/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court , 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019. 

[No. L-12012/187/98-IR (B)-1)] 
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 02 nd April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No- 150/2004 

1. The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Office Manager’s Department, Local Head Office, Post Box No. 300, 

Bhadra, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, Branch Office, Bhadra, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 
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3. The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Local Head Office, Bhadra, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

V/s. 

Mr. Kantibhai S. Parmar, 

Jaj Keshv Ni Chawl, Behind Nutah Mill, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

For the First Parties : Shri B.K. Oza 

For the Second Party : Shri Prabhatsinh Parmar 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/187/98— 
IR(B-I) dated 13.01.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India is justified in terminating the services of 
Shri Kantibhai Somabhai Parmar by way of retrenchment vide order dated 19.11.1997 just after 3 months of 
settlement dated 05.08.1997 for reinstatement? If not, what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 13.01.1999 and received on 21.01.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 5 on 15.12.1999 and the 
first party submitted the written statement Ex. 6 on 13.11.2000. The case was listed for argument. 

3. On 02.04.2019, the second party workman Kantilal S. Parmar and the first party State Bank of India, Ahmedabad 
and others submitted the settlement Ex. 53 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime payment of 
Rs. 175000/- (Rupees One Lac Seventy Five Thousand) in the favour of second party workman Kantilal S. Parmar 
vide Bankers Cheque No. 759946 dated 26.03.2019 along with Rs. 15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour 
of Shri Prabhatsinh Parmar, advocate of second party workman vide Bankers Cheque No. 759945 dated 26.03.2019 
and nothing has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 53 is read over and explained to the parties. 
They admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 53 is accepted by the 
Tribunal. 

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 53. The settlement Ex. 53 shall remain the part of 
the award. 

5. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


...First Parties 


... Second Party 


Rij kokf, 1 Rf, 2019 

RH.3TT. 713 .— 3lkd)Rl<b fklTR skffkTR 1947 (1947 RTT 14) kt SRRT 17 k STR/ERR 3 kklR 'H'RbN 
RTTcfk kz k RklclcT k CIRRI PlRldk RRk RkRRVf k kR 3EpRT R fkkz kkkRl<h fklTR R kkk 
CRRRT afkkfkh SlfkECU, arfRRFTP? k RRT5 (wf WIT 1272/2004) kr ychlf^ld Wfl t, kl kkk TRTR k! 
01/05/2019 kf RTRT |ZTT SRI 


[CT. Ref—12012/II /99—3TTsj 3TTT (k-l)] 
k. RCT. fks, 3TRT qpk 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 713. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1212/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-ciim-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019. 

[No. L-12012/11/99-IR (B-l)] 
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 08 th April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No-1272/2004 

1. The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

7 th Floor, Bhadra, Lai Darwaja, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Zonal Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

7 th Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj, 

Baroda (Gujarat) - 394220 

3. The Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Udhna-Udognagar, P.B. No. 1, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394210 

V/s. 

Mrs. Savitaben Rameshchand Rana, 

Near Hari Om Dying, J.P. Nagar, 

2, Near Mangubhai Chatwale, Wed Road, 

Surat (Gujarat) 

For the First Parties : Shri A.B. Gogia 
For the Second Part : Shri P.F. Baxi 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/11/99-IR 
(B-l) dated 06.05.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the concerned workman Smt. Savitaben Rameshchand Rana has put in continuous service in the Bank as 
per provisions of Section 25-B?” 

And 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in 
terminating/discontinuing the services of the workman Smt. Savitaben Rameshchand Rana w.e.f. 06.08.1998 
on/with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal, proper and 
justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what other 
directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 06.05.1999 and received on 09.05.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New 
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 9 on 03.07.2000 and the 
first party submitted the written statement Ex. 10 on 08.04.2002. The case was listed for cross-examination of 
parties. 

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workwoman Savitaben Rameshchand Rana and the first party State Bank of India, 
Surat and others submitted the settlement Ex. 33 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime 
payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workwoman Savitaben Rameshchand Rana 
vide Demand Draft No. 329201 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs. 15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of 
Shri P.F. Baxi, advocate of second party workwoman vide Demand Draft No. 329196 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing 
has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 33 is read over and explained to the parties. They 
admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 33 is accepted by the Tribunal. 

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 33. The settlement Ex. 33 shall remain the part of 
the award. 

5. The award is passed accordingly. 


...First Parties 


.. .Second Party 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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'if Rcrel), 1 2019 

^1.317. 714 .— arf^PFl, 1947 (1947 14) 4^ £TRT 17 ^ ^ 4^4 TRT>R 

TfeR ^efcl ^ MEfctcl 4) TEEg Pl4)^<El' 3fk W44) <b*)<bKl ^ #P4 STJSfH 3 Rfe 3f|^4lRl<b ft4T4 E 4/^Rf TR44T 
3fl4i|)Rl<b Slfeb^T, 3^441414 4i (^4 02/2018) 4^T WTftlcl 47?cfr t, 4fl 4^/1 TR444 4?) 

01/05/2019 4T) OTaI |3TT SIT1 


[7T. cT—41011 /17/2017—3Tlf 3TR (^t-l)j 

4T1. feRcl, 3T4T f|R(4 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 714. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 02/2018) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western Railway and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019. 

[No. L-41011/17/2017-IR (B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 


Dated 03 rd April, 2019 


Reference: (CGITA) No- 02/2018 


The Divisional Railway Manager (E), 
Western Railway, Mumbai Central, 
Mumbai - 400008 


...First Party 


V/s. 

The President, 

Railways Retired Employees Association, 

D-29, Anandnagar, Near Science College, 

Godhra (Gujarat) - 389001 ...Second Party 

For the First Party : None 

For the Second Part : None 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-41011/17/2017—IR(B-I) 

dated 05.01.2018 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Divisional Railway Manager, Western Railway, Mumbai in 
denying compassionate allowance to Shri Sursing Mana who removed from service on 08.07.2009 on the 
ground of absenteeism is legal and justified? If not, what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 05.01.2018 and received on 22.01.2018 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After receiving the schedule of reference from Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi, notices were issued to both the parties on 14.05.2018 to appear on 14.06.2018 but the second party 
workman and his union did not prefer to submit the statement of claim. Thereafter, despite giving 6 more 
opportunities on 07.08.2018, 11.09.2018, 30.10.2018, 26.12.2018, 13.02.2019 and 03.04.2019, the second party 
workman and his union refrained to submit statement of claim. 
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3. Thus it appears that the second party workman and his union are not willing to prosecute the reference. 

4. Therefore, the reference is disposed of in the absence of the statement of claim of the second party workman and his 
union with the observation as under: “the action of the management of Divisional Railway Manager, Western 
Railway, Mumbai in denying compassionate allowance to Shri Sursing Mana who removed from service on 
08.07.2009 on the ground of absenteeism is legal and justified.” 

5. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


Ti? Reel), 1 2019 

TTT.3TT. 715 .— 3jk4)Rl<h fklTC srfSrfkPT, 1947 (1947 14) kt ETRT 17 k SFj/RU 3 kkk TRT7R 

VTTTrfk W k WfclcT k Wg pM)G<k 3fk Wdk k 3PJ5PT R Rfe 3fk4)Rl<h RRTR R kkk 

3fl44)Rl<h SlfeRUT k RRTZ (W-f WIT 1280/2004) kt klchlRld Wfl t, RTl kkk TRRRR kl 

01/05/2019 PTf §3TT a-TT I 


[7T. W-12012/4/99-3lk 3TR (^T-1)] 
#f. RTf. 3TRT Opk 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 715. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1280 /2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019. 

[No. L-12012/4/99-IR (B-1)] 
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 08 th April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1280/2004 

1. The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

7 th Floor, Bhadra, Lai Darwaja, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Zonal Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

7 th Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj, 

Baroda (Gujarat) - 394220 

3. The Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Bhattar Road (Surat) Branch, Harkishan Building, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 

4. The Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Prakash Society (Surat) Branch, Surya Kiran Apartment, 

Near St. Zavier’s School, Ghod-dhod, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 


...First Parties 



2796 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 11, 2019/VAISAKHA 21, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


Y/s. 

Shri Rajeshbhai Kondubhai Narge, 

Room No. 41-81378, Navsari Bazar, Bombay Gate Gali, 

Chamadiya Chawl, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 ...Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri D.C. Gandhi 

For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Fabour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. F-12012/4/99-IR(B-I) 
dated 06.05.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of 
the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Rajeshbhai Kondubhai Narge has put in continuous service in the 
Bank as per provisions of Section 25-B?” 

And 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in 
terminating/discontinuing the services of the workman Shri Rajeshbhai Kondubhai Narge w.e.f. 07.09.1998 
on/with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal, proper and 
justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what other 
directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 06.05.1999 and received on 09.06.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the 
case may be. The case was listed for evidence of the second party. 

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Rajeshbhai Kondubhai Narge and the first party State Bank of India, 
Surat and others submitted the settlement Ex. 30 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime 
payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Rajeshbhai Kondubhai Narge 
vide Demand Draft No. 774193 dated 05.04.2019 along with Rs. 15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour 
of Shri P.F. Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 774194 dated 05.04.2019 and 
nothing has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 30 is read over and explained to the parties. 
They admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 30 is accepted by the 
Tribunal. 

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 30. The settlement Ex. 30 shall remain the part 
of the award. 

5. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


'ff kevfl, 1 2019 

^1.311. 716 .— 3(kd)R|cb fcfcfTT srfSffkTT 1947 (1947 T4 14) kt £TRT 17 k SEJWT 3 kkkl 

kkn kkr k merei k krg PiHivdchf kfc ^ik k srgki b fkke kkkfkr fkirc b kkk 

TRT7R afkdlRicb k kire (ku) ^tt 15 / 2017 ) kr WTftm Wrr t, kr kkk kT 

01/05/2019 OTEI §3TT &TT I 


[Tf. W—41011 /21 /2016—3lk 3TN (k-l)] 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 


k. E7T fk5, 3PT7 dFk 


S.O. 716. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/2077) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western Railway and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019. 


[No. L-41011/21/2016-IR (B-1)] 
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 11 th April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 15/2017 

1. The Sr. Divisional Personnel Officer, 

O/o The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Western Railway, Near Chamunda Bridge, Asarwa, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

2. The Sr. Divisional Engineer (Mechanical), 

O/o The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Western Railway, Near Chamunda Bridge, Asarwa, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

3. The Sr. Divisional Electrical Engineer, 

O/o The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Western Railway, Near Chamunda Bridge, Asarwa, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

4. The General Manager, 

Western Railway, Churchgate, 

Mumbai - 400020 

V/s. 

The Joint Divisional Secretary, 

Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, 

Sanand Railway Station, 28/B, Narayanpark, 

Behind Chandkheda Railway Station, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

For the First Party : Shri M.M. Makhija 
For the Second Part : Shri R.S. Sisodiya 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-41011/21/2016- 
IR(B-I) dated 07.03.2017 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Western Railway, Mumbai to (1) Not to grant promotion to 
Shri Pravin Kumar Vaghela was justified and (2) Un-authorisedly deduct from salary of Shri Dhulabhai, 
Technician III under Senior Section Engineer (C&W), Western Railway, Ahmedabad are justified? If not, then 
what relief the said workmen are is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 07.03.2017 and received on 22.03.2017 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New 
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After receiving the schedule of reference from Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment, New 
Delhi, notices were issued to both the parties. They were served but neither of the parties submitted the statement of 
claim or written statement as the case may be. 

3. Today on 11.04.2019, Shri R.S. Sisodiya, The Joint Divisional Secretary, Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, 
Sanand Railway Station, 28/B, Narayanpark, Behind Chandkheda Railway Station, Sabarmati, Ahmedabad 
requested to withdraw the reference. 

4. Therefore, the reference is disposed of as withdrawn. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


...First Parties 


... Second Party 


'Tij fc'eft, 1 2019 

^T.3R. 717 . —3(kdlRich kjTC 1947 (1947 T4 14) kt £JRT 17 k 3FJWT 3 <fikk TRTFT 

'HiJ rfiq kz ^ 3REfck k krg Piii]G<bi sfk k st^t r 3fkd)Ri<b fkirc r kkkt 
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srfSr^TT ^ WIT 86/2005) WlftlcT WfT t, Wl 4^1 

01/05/2019 W<1 f3TT 3U1 


[Vf. W-12012/465/99-3TT^ 3TR (ff-l)] 
#F. tjVf. f%*5, 3f^T dP)d 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 717. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 86/2005) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019. 

[No. L-12012/465/99-IR (B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 08 th April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 86/2005 

1. The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Local Head Office, Lai Darwaja, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Chief Manager, 

State Bank of India, Salabatpura, 

Surat (Gujarat) .. .First Parties 

V/s. 

Smt. Vanitaben T. Rathod, 

C/o Mukeshbhai B. Tailor, 

Imamwada Muglisara, 

Opp. Cambay Class, 

Surat (Guj arat) ... Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri D.C. Gandhi 
For the Second Party : Shri L.M. Patil 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/465/99— 
IR(B-I) dated 28.09.2005 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India, Surat, Ahmedabad in terminating the services 
of Smt. Vanitaben T. Rathod w.e.f. 1994 and not absorbing her with retrospective effect i.e. date of absorption 
of her junior is justified or not? If not, to what relief he is entitled to and from which date?” 

1. The reference dates back to 28.09.2005 and received on 06.10.2005 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New 
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 6 and the case was listed for 
filing of written statement by the first party. 

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workwoman Vanitaben T. Rathod and the first party State Bank of India, Surat and 
others submitted the settlement Ex. 16 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime payment of 
Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workwoman Vanitaben T. Rathod vide Demand Draft 
No. 329199 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs. 15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of Shri L.M. Patil, 
advocate of second party workwoman vide Demand Draft No. 329197 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing has been left 
for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 16 is read over and explained to the parties. They admitted the terms 
and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 16 is accepted by the Tribunal. 




[^TFT II—tsPrg 3(ii)] 


^TR?T TUTTH : TT# 11, 2019/%nsT 21, 1941 


2799 


4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 16. The settlement Ex. 16 shall remain the part of 
the award. 

5. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

Tij Peel), 1 Ti;, 2019 

4H.31T. 718 .— 4)Rich fkrc SlkfkFT, 1947 (1947 T4 14) k £TRT 17 k 3TJHTH 3 4^4 TRT>R 

•hwkl d kz <$> keick k krg Pi 4k k sfk zzk srgkT b Prfks srkkfkT fkTR r kkk 

TRRRR 3fldi|)P<h Slfk^T 3^R4MI4 k WR (MRp TRRTT 1286 / 2004 ) k RRRfkl RTRfl t, k kkR TRRRR k 
01/05/2019 RTRT f3TT SIT I 

[M. W—12012/151 /99-3lk 3TTT (kl)] 
sf). RM. fks, 3TRT dpM 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 718. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1286/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019. 

[No. L-12012/151/99-IR (B-l)] 
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 08 th April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1286/2004 

1. The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 7 th Floor, Bhadra, Lai Darwaja, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Zonal Manager, 

State Bank of India, 7 th Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj, 

Baroda (Gujarat)-390005 

3. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, Gandhav, 

Valsad (Gujarat) - 396370 

4. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Billimora (Gujarat)-396370 

5. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, GIDC, 

Navsari (Gujarat) - 396370 

6. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, Navsari Branch, 

Navsari (Gujarat) - 396370 

V/s. 

Shri Jairambhai Ravjibhai Ahir, 

Village and Post Kachholi, Via, Amalsad, Taluka Gajdevi, 

Valsad (Gujarat) - 396370 
For the First Parties : Shri D.C. Gandhi 
For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi 


...First Parties 


... Second Party 
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AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/151/99- 
IR(B-I) dated 29.07.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the concerned workman Shri lairambhai Ravjibhai Ahir has put in continuous service in the Bank as 
per provisions of Section 25-B?” 

And 


“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in 
terminating/discontinuing the services of the workman Shri lairambhai Ravjibhai Ahir w.e.f. 30.11.1996 
on/with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal, proper and 
justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what other 
directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 29.07.1999 and received on 11.08.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New 
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the 
case may be. The case was listed for cross-examination of the second party. 

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman lairambhai Ravjibhai Ahir and the first party State Bank of India, Surat 
and others submitted the settlement Ex. 37 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime payment of 
Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman lairambhai Ravjibhai Ahir vide Demand 
Draft No. 483371 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of Shri P.F. 
Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 483369 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing has been left 
for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 37 is read over and explained to the parties. They admitted the terms 
and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 37 is accepted by the Tribunal. 

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 37. The settlement Ex. 37 shall remain the part of 
the award. 

5. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


Reel), 1 Bf, 2019 

BTT.3TT. 719. -3(k4)P)cb ftBTB SlkRfRB, 1947 (1947 BB 14) k BTBT 17 k 3EJWT 3 B)kd WbTB 

TfkR kk k MBcra k wg RfkvpEf sfk d^cpi/ b) b fake Rbtb b 4)kid 

TRBBB kid4)Rl<b 3lfS[BRR 3ffBBTRTB k BBTB (wf WIT 768/2004) Bit BBBRTcT BRcfl t, Bit kkR BRBBB BTt 
01/05/2019 BTBT f3TT S-TT I 


[Tf. W—41012/110/93—3TTB (#1-1)] 
#1. RB. 3TRT Bf%B 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 719. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 768/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western Railway and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019. 

[No. L-41012/110/93-IR (B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 
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order. He has been in a habit of regular absent during his whole service, therefore, his termination cannot be held 
unjust and illegal. 

5. The workman Sakarabhai D. expired on 12.03.2007; therefore, vide application Ex. 10, his widow named Sukliben 
Sakarabhai D. was substituted as legal heir of the deceased workman. The first party vide list Ex. 21 submitted the 
service record of the deceased workman. 


6. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise: 

i. Whether the action of the Chief Works Manager, Loco Workshop, Dahod in terminating the services of Shri 

Sakarabhai D., Rigger w.e.f. 30.05.1991 is legal, proper and justified? 

ii. To what relief, if any, the widow named Sukliben Sakarabhai D. of the deceased workman is entitled? 

7. Issue No. i and ii: As both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are decided together. The burden of proof of these 
issues lies on the second party workman and his widow Sukaliben Sakarabhai D. submitted her affidavit Ex. 7 
reiterating the averments made in the statement of claim and has not said anything contrary to her examination-in- 
chief. 

8. I heard the learned counsel for the parties and considered the evidence available on record. It is an admitted fact that 
the deceased workman had been working as Rigger in the workshop Dahod for 17 years and was removed from 
service after conducting a departmental enquiry for a charge of 239 days long absence from duty. The first party has 
submitted the service record admitting the fact that the workman worked for 17 years from 27.09.1974 to 
30.05.1991. The advocate for the first party admitted that the widow of the deceased workman may move an 
application before the appropriate authority for pension. 

9. I would like to reproduce the provisions of the Rule 65 of the Railway Service Pension Rules, 1993 as under: 

“65. Compassionate allowance - 

(1) A railway servant who is dismissed or removed from service shall forfeit his pension and gratuity. 

Provided that the authority competent to dismiss or remove him from service may, if the case is deserving 
of special consideration, sanction a compassionate allowance not exceeding two-thirds of pension or 
gratuity or both which would have been admissible to him if he had retired on compensation pension. " 

10. I perused the punishment order which reveals that the deceased workman was removed from immediate effect but 
the order was silent regarding the pension and gratuity, therefore, in the light of the Rules 65 (1) of Railway Service 
Pension Rules, 1993 considering the illiteracy, tribal and mental sickness of the deceased workman, the Railway 
ought to have ordered two-third pension to the workman. But now the workman has died and his widow is in 
financial distress, therefore, it would be appropriate that the railway authority ought to have granted family pension 
to the widow of the deceased workman. 

11. The widow named Sukliben Sakarabhai D. of the deceased workman named Sakarabhai D. shall apply for the family 
pension to the appropriate authority and the appropriate authority shall considered it favourably within 30 days from 
moving of application by the widow of the deceased workman. 

12. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


'li? Reel), 1 2019 

47I.3T1. 720.—3j1 ctHiRl R4T4 STRRtFT, 1947 (1947 47T 14) £TRT 17 4) STJH^l 4 4)R)i| tF447R 
BKcilil ftp sffiF cf> WElcDT 4) TEkg PlHlvHcbl 444) 4 t 447R) 4) STJSfH 4 f3fldi|)R|<h R4T4 

4 4iR)i| 4R4?K 3lkij)R|cb srfSfTRU 3^441414 4) 44T4 (wf TbSTT 1268/2004) 47) 44>lRld 474tf) t, 4f) ci)R)i| 
?R47R 47) 01/05/2019 414) |/T) an I 


[71. W-12012/599/98-311^ 3TR (#)-l)] 
sf). tRT. 3T4T qRl4 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 720. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1268/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01.05.2019. 

[No. L-12012/599/98-IR (B-1)] 
B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 08 th April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1268/2004 


1. The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

7 th Floor, Bhadra, Lai Darwaja, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Zonal Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

7 th Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj, 

Baroda (Gujarat) - 394220 

3. The Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Salabatpura, (Surat) Branch, Maharaj Chambers, 

Mahatma Wadi, P.B. No. 168, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395002 

4. The Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Udhna-Udognagar, P.B. No. 1, 

Surat (Guj arat) - 394210 ... First Parties 

V/s. 

Mr. Harshad Govindbhai Patel, 

Banglow No. 1, Sunivas Row House, Ambica Niketan, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 ...Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri A.B. Gogia 
For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/599/98— 
IR(B-I) dated 30.03.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Harshad Govindbhai Patel has put in continuous service in the Bank as 
per provisions of Section 25-B?” 

And 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in 
terminating/discontinuing the services of the workman Shri Harshad Govindbhai Patel w.e.f. 30.09.1997 
on/with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal, proper and 
justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what other 
directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 30.03.1999 and received on 05.04.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New 
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the 
case may be. The case was listed for cross-examination of parties. 

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Harshad Govindbhai Patel and the first party State Bank of India, Surat 
and others submitted the settlement Ex. 35 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime payment of 
Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Harshad Govindbhai Patel vide Demand 
Draft No. 329198 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs. 15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of Shri P.F. 
Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 329200 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing has been left 
for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 35 is read over and explained to the parties. They admitted the terms 
and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 35 is accepted by the Tribunal. 
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4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 35. The settlement Ex. 35 shall remain the part of 
the award. 

5. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


^ fc'eft, 1 2019 

BH.3IT. 721.— 4) Rid? fklTT STfkkFT, 1947 (1947 45T 14) k) £TRT 17 k 3ld/R u l B <fik)4 

BRcfk ks smr ff^TT k keicfcDi k RkRikf sfk irk) Bkrkr k fra srgkr b Rfe akratfkF 

fkK B fkl4 4RchK 3l144)Rich SlfkRR 3);jB4l4l4 f> klR (wf WIT 1299/2004) k UchlRld Wfl t, k) 
kfk TRchR kr 01 /05/2019 URT fill SIT | 


[TT. W-12012/404/99-311^ 3TR (ft-l)] 

ft. tRT. ffe, smr 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 721. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1299/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01.05.2019. 

[No. L-12012/404/99-IR (B-1)] 
B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi,Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 08 th April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1299/2004 

1. The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 7 th Floor, Bhadra, Lai Darwaja, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

3. The Deputy General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 

7 th Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj, 

Baroda (Gujarat) - 390005 

4. The Manager, 

State Bank of India, Nanpura Branch, Hathugar Mohalla, Nanpura 
Surat (Gujarat) 

5. The Manager, 

State Bank of India, Pardi Sery Branch, Badli Fali Ya, 

Surat (Guj arat) ... First Parties 

V/s. 

Shri Jagdish Jamalbhai Parmar, 

Krishna Raw House No. 26, 

Palanpur lagat Naka Palanpur Road, 

Surat (Guj arat) ... Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri D.C. Gandhi 
For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi 
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AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/404/99- 
IR(B-I) dated 19.07.2000 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India in terminating the services of Shri Jagdishbhai 
Jamalbhai Parmar w.e.f. 16.07.1999 is justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled?” 

6. The reference dates back to 19.07.2000 and received on 05.08.2000 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

7. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the 
case may be. The case was listed for evidence of the second party. 

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Jagdishbhai Jamalbhai Parmar and the first party State Bank of India, 
Surat and others submitted the settlement Ex. 31 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime 
payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Jagdishbhai Jamalbhai Parmar 
vide Demand Draft No. 427233 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs. 15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of 
Shri P.F. Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 427235 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing 
has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 31 is read over and explained to the parties. They 
admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 31 is accepted by the Tribunal. 

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 31. The settlement Ex. 31 shall remain the part of 
the award. 

5. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


'Ti? Reel), 1 2019 

^T.3JJ. 722.—3(k4)Rl<b felTC STEPPE!, 1947 (1947 ^bT 14) kt W 17 k SEj/W B <f)R)il ?fEbR 

BKcilii tes feu site k merei k Pi41 viichi' afft irk) <b*)<bK) k se^et e Pfe afkkfkb Rrtr 

ff cj)R)i| TRTET 3fRiilPl<b StPeF^ui ^ TWS (wf WIT 1260/2004) Rp UchlPld Wfl t, kl kkPf 

cpr 01.05.2019 PTf I3TT an | 


[TT. W-12012/383/98-3lk 3TN (4t-l)] 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 


R7T. Pte, 3TRT dPl4 


S.O. 722. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1260/2004) of the Cent. Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Lcibour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01.05.2019. 


[No. L-12012/383/98-IR (B-1)] 


B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 08 th April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1260/2004 


1. The Chief General Manager, 
State Bank of India, 

7 th Floor, Bhadra, Lai Darwaja, 
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Regional Manager, 
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State Bank of India, 

Region - III, Zonal Office, 7 th Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj, 

Baroda (Gujarat) - 394220 

3. The Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Service Branch, 2 nd Floor, Akshar Complex, 

Behind Rang Upavan, Makkaipool, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 .. .First Parties 

V/s. 

Mr. Santhosh Kumar Nathuram More, 

Navsari Bazar, Behind Bombay Gate, Chamdiya Ki Chawl, Room No. 45, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 .. .Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri A.B. Gogia 
For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Fabour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/383/98- 
IR(B-I) dated 11.03.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Santhosh Kumar Nathuram More has put in continuous service in the 
Bank as per provisions of Section 25-B?” 

And 


“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in 
terminating/discontinuing the services of the workman Shri Santhosh Kumar Nathuram More w.e.f. 
28.02.1997 on/with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal, 
proper and justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what 
other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 11.03.1999 and received on 26.03.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New 
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the 
case may be. The case was listed for evidence of the second party. 

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Santhosh Kumar Nathuram More and the first party State Bank of India, 
Surat and others submitted the settlement Ex. 33 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime 
payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Santhosh Kumar Nathuram More 
vide Demand Draft No. 774197 dated 05.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of 
Shri P.F. Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 774196 dated 05.04.2019 and nothing 
has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 33 is read over and explained to the parties. They 
admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 33 is accepted by the Tribunal. 

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 33. The settlement Ex. 33 shall remain the part of 
the award. 

5. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


fcFrefr, 1 BI;, 2019 

BB.3IT. 723. —3t'kd)Pl<b fcfBTB SlkkBB, 1947 (1947 BB 14) kt BTBT 17 k 3TB/RB B Bikk BRBBB 
RftBB kk BBBcfclB k TFPg PlB)ylB>) 3flB BBk BkBBk k ffB 3EJBB B kkdlRlcb ftjBTB B kkk 4KB>K 

3f|c(i|)R|cp srfSfBNB STgBBTBTB k W (Bk4 TR3TT 83/2015) B>T BBBfkcT Wl) t, kT kkk TRBBB BTl 01.05.2019 
BTBT f3B SB | 

[Tf. 41011 /59/2015—3Bsj 3TR (k-l)] 
■^1. B7T. 3TBT Bf%B 
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New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 

S.O. 723. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 83/2015) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western Railway and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 01.05.2019. 

[No. L-41011/59/2015-IR (B-1)] 
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 11 th April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 83/2015 

1. The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Western Railway, Asarwa, Near Chamunda Bridge, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

2. The Chief Medical Officer, 

Western Railway, Sabarmati Railway Hospital, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

V/s. 

The Joint Divisional Secretary, 

Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, 

Sanand Railway Station, PO Nidh Road, Sanand, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

For the First Parties : Shri H.R. Raval 

For the Second Party : Shri R.S. Sisodiya 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-41011/59/2015— 
IR(B-I) dated 26.11.2015 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Joint Divisional Secretary, Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, Ahmedabad 
against the Divisional Railway Manager, Western Railway, Ahmedabad to appoint the sons of Late Shri Bula 
Sakra, Shri Babubhai Bhula Sakra under compassionate ground is justified? If yes, then what relief Shri 
Babubhai Bhula Sakra is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 26.11.2015 and received on 16.12.2015 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After receiving the schedule of reference from Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment, New 
Delhi, notices were issued to both the parties. They were served but neither of the parties submitted the 
statement of claim or written statement as the case may be. 

3. Today on 11.04.2019, Shri R.S. Sisodiya, The Joint Divisional Secretary, Paschim Railway Karmachari 
Parishad, Sanand Railway Station, 28/B, Narayanpark, Behind Chandkheda Railway Station, Sabarmati, 
Ahmedabad requested to withdraw the reference. 

4. Therefore, the reference is disposed of as withdrawn. 


...First Parties 


... Second Party 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

'Ji? Ro'C’ll, 1 2019 

^T.3IT. 724.—^kdlRlcp fkTT STMkFT, 1947 (1947 Td 14) HRT 17 ^ B WR 

■RRcTPT 14? 3RT ^ kefcfcUf ^ RFFg Pl4)G<b)' 3lk T^ERT ^ #RT SFpPT 3 3[k4)Rl<b 
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tcfcTR R WR STfeNU ST^TRTTR' ^ REITS' (W-f WIT 1284 / 2004) erT RTTf^Tcl Wff t, Wf 

TURK 4)T 01.05.2019 5fM R3TT STT I 


[TT. Ref—12012/137/99—STlsj 3TR (sft-1)] 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019 


^t. RTF f«U5, 3TRT f|p^c( 


S.O. 724. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1284 /2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01,05,2019. 


[No. L-12012/137/99-IR (B-l)] 


B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 08 th April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1284/2004 

1. The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

7 th Floor, Bhadra, Lai Darwaja, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Zonal Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

7 th Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj, 

Baroda (Gujarat) - 394220 

3. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Navsari (Gujarat) 

4. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Billimora (Gujarat) 

V/s. 

Shri Navnitbhai Raghubhai Patel, 

Village and Post Vasma, Kacchiawadi, 

Taluka Jalalpore, 

Navsari (Gujarat) 

For the First Parties : Shri D.C. Gandhi 

For the Second Part : Shri P.F. Baxi 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/137/99- 
IR(B-I) dated 28.07.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Navnitbhai Raghubhai Patel has put in continuous service in the Bank 
as per provisions of Section 25-B?” 

And 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in terminating/discontinuing the 
services of the workman Shri Navnitbhai Raghubhai Patel w.e.f. 05.07.1997 on/with the plea of 


...First Parties 


... Second Party 
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abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal, proper and justified? If not, to what relief 
the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 28.07.1999 and received on 17.08.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New 
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the 
case may be. The case was listed for cross-examination of the second party. 

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Navnitbhai Raghubhai Patel and the first party State Bank of India, Surat 
and others submitted the settlement Ex. 33 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime payment of 
Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Navnitbhai Raghubhai Patel vide Demand 
Draft No. 483372 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs. 15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of Shri P.F. 
Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 483370 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing has been left 
for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 33 is read over and explained to the parties. They admitted the terms 
and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 33 is accepted by the Tribunal. 


4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 33. The settlement Ex. 33 shall remain the part of 
the award. 

5. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


3 TTt, 2019 

3ST. 3fT. 725.—3fl^TlRl+ srf&lPl'M-H, 1947 (1947 TT 14) # STFTT 17%3^*R«I irVsTl4 47+K 

iRTTf '4TCT + k 4P,9R PlPftd XT# 3RT % Tt&RT % +441 Li % fN" SFjtsr # 

aiUnPR if 4/ + K TTt «DT *-414 M4, %rf % 4 rr 

(7r 4 28/2019) wfsR +7# | *fT V£i4 7R+R +T 02.05.2019 4T TTH fsir 4TI 

[t. ^-16025/4/2019-3irt 3TR (ttr)] 

fr.%. f^TTR, 


New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 725. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 28/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of 

M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 28/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

BETWEEN 


Sri S. Bharthi Mohan 
S/o N. Sivananthm, 
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No. 7/59B, Mariamman Kovil 2 nd Street, 

C. Pallavaram 

Chennai-600043 : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager : 2 nd Party/1 st to 4 Respondent 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 

11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 

Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager : 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West 
Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 

Ashok Nagar 
Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran : 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St. 

Kellys 

Chennai-600010 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 

ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. S. Bharathi Mohan, The Applicant 
case in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator 
with a monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the 
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act 
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this 
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits 
for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone 
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may, 
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to 
therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation 
Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the 
Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx 
xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows 
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“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service 
as specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3 
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within 
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before 
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition 
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or 
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it 
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant 
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up 
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason 
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay 
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not 
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 28 of 2019 stands dismissed. 

DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


3 Trt, 2019 

FT. 3fT. 726.— <4\ -iTl Rl 4- f^TTF 1947 (1947 FT 14)#8TRT 17 % 3^fRU| if fHFH 

FTTcT MdlPlAM TT^ 3FF % FtSTcTT% RdM+f #r +4FI-O' % thf aUj/TST F 

if VsD-M WR SlVjjRH Ff%FFT Ft FT -MI4H4, tvft % FFTF 
(trt WTT 29/2019) FT FFtRiF FTcft t FTFTT FT 02.05.2019 FT FTF fFT FTI 

[t. t^-16025/4/2019-3{l^ 3TR (TFT)] 
tt.%. STFTFftF 

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S. 0.726. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 29/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of 

M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 


Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 29/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

BETWEEN 

Sri G. Gnanavel, 

S/o Ganesan, 

No. 10, Nalvaravu Street, 

MMDA Colony, Arumbakkam, 

Chennai-600106 : 1 st Party/Petitioner 
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AND 

1. The General Manager 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 
11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 

Chennai-600040 : 2 nd Party/1 st 1 to 4 Respondent 

2. The Manager 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West 

Chennai-600050 : 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 
Ashok Nagar 

Chennai-600083 : 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran Street 

Kellys Chennai-600010 : 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 


ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. G. Gnavavel, The Applicant case in 
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a 
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the 
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act 
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this 
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits 
for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone 
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may, 
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to 
therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation 
Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the 
Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx 
xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service 
as specified in Sub-section (1)” 
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4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3 
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within 
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before 
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition 
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or 
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it 
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents.The Applicant 
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up 
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason 
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay 
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not 
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 29 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

3*ri 2019 

W. aff. 727.—4)4)Rl + ffFTT 'srflrPrTfT, 1947 (1947 TT 14) # HUT 17 % ¥TF 

ipuf 'TKcf •IdlPl-MH TTTTIWT Ft 3UH % ^tsrtT% +441'!’)' % tN" SFjtST F 

3j)+TiRl+ ftnr t Vtld *h+k 4)^1 P)+ Ft >tf % wrr 

(trf tw 30/2019) fr wtRut t tY Vsfi4 ht+tt tt 02.05.2019 44 fth f stt «tti 

[t. %T-16025/4/2019-3Trf FTT (ttf)] 
ft. %. iwt, sRTFttF 


New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 727. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 30/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of 

M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-l 6025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 


Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 30/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

BETWEEN 

Sri M. Jambulingam 
S/o Muthaiah 
No. 54-B, 2 nd Street 
B.V. Colony, Vyasarpadi 

Chennai-600039 : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 
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11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 
Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West 
Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 
Ashok Nagar 
Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St. 

Kellys Chennai-600010 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 

ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. Jambulingam, S/o Muthaiah. The 
Applicant case in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump 
operator with a monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an 
agreement dated 01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under 
section 25 of the ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) 
of the ID Act claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. 
With this backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial 
benefits for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Fearned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Fimitation Act to condone the 
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Fabour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) 
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to 
therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation 
Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the 
Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute, xx xx xx xx 
xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of 
service as specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3 
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Fabour Machinery within 
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before 
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition 
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or 
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Fabour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it 
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant 
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Fabour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up 
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason 
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assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay 
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable 
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 30 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTIMOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


3*Tf, 2019 

W. W. 728.—afl-iTlR) 4- STfM^DT, 1947 (1947 TT 14)#STRT 17 % 3^fRU| 4 4r£4l fH+H 

4h 4 ^TTTcf Tfrf^RDT +l Jl lT J AR'44f4%^T>4 3T^T44 R41'4+1 4k t 44 +4+1-Of 44 

f4f4? 4k4iRl+ f4nr 4 4-414 fu+K 4lkiRl + srfk+ujr xrt ^tttftt, %rt 4 w 

(4t 4 4w 31/2019) 4t wf4tT +c4t 1kr +-sfl4 w 4 t 02.05.2019 4t tth fsir «ni 

[4. 4^-16025/4/2019-3114 31R (xnr)] 

4t.4. aurrufkr 

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 728.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 31/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/LabourCourt, 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 31/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

Smt. G. Mariyammal 
D/o G. Chellapa 

No. 4/151, Anna Street, Polachalur 
Chennai-600074 

AND 

1. The General Manager : 2 nd Party/Respondent 1 to 4 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 
11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 
Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West 
Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 
Ashok Nagar 
Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran 
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St. 

Kellys Chennai-600010 


BETWEEN 


1 st Party/Petitioner 
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Appearance : 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 

ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Smt. G. Mariyammal, The Applicant case 
in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a 
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the 
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act 
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this 
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits 
for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Fearned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Fimitation Act to condone the 
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Fabour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) 
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein 
after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the 
appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or 
Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute, xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A 
of sub clause (3) reads as follows 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3 
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Fabour Machinery within 
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before 
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition 
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or 
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Fabour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it 
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant 
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Fabour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up 
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason 
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay 
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable 
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 31 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
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ipT*f Wcl *)£)Pl'M'H 4WTIT W Tit W % WSTcTT % ft-MM+f sffr =h4-+-Mjf % ST^tST if 

f^E 3f)tTlPR f%W if Vsfl4 TRW 311^1 Pi 4-- 3lf&WT Tit W -MI4H4, %nf % m 
(wf WIT 32/2019) WTfsTcT wff | sff VsTi-M TRW # 02.05.2019 # W f3TT «TTI 

[?f. ^-16025/4/2019-3TTt SIR (TTTT)] 

ff.%. iW a I, 31R#T 


New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 729. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 


Present: DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 32/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

BETWEEN 

Sri M. Gunasekaran 
S/o C. Mani 

Old No. 36/1, New No. 42, 

Kanni Mulla Ganapathi Nagar, 

Thirumullaivayal, Ambattur, 

Chennai-600043 : ... 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager : ...2 nd Party/Respondent 1 to 4 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 

11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 

Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West 
Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 
Ashok Nagar 
Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran Street 
Kellys 

Chennai-600010 
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Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 

ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. M. Gunasekaran, The 
Applicant case in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump 
operator with a monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an 
agreement dated 01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under 
section 25 of the ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) 
of the ID Act claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. 
With this backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial 
benefits for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. Due the course hearing the Fearned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Fimitation Act to 

condone the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay 
that the petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Fabour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and 

other documents including delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days 
in filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 
2A Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites 
of the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of 
the ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach 
directly to the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) 
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to 
therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation 
Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the 
Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx 
xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows 
“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3 
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Fabour Machinery 
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A 
(2) before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that 
except a petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his 
appointment, termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Fabour Machinery. On 
further perusal of the Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce 
the relevant documents.The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Fabour 
Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of 
the Applications. On the other hand the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not 
sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not 
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 32 of 2019 stands dismissed. 

DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


Tf 3 Tlf, 2019 
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sfrsTrPt^ ^ VsH-m sfnsfrfrnr srf^wr irt ^ torttot, %rf % to 

(TOtf WIT 33/2019) # WTf^PT Wft | # %^T TOW 02.05.2019 TTT Wfsrr «TTI 

[FT. tW16025/4/2019-3Trf 3TO (TTJT)] 
ft.%. f|WJ, SFTT^B^FT 


New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 730. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 33/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of 

M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-l 6025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 33 of 2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

BETWEEN 


Sri M. Umamageswara Rao, 

S/o Dharamaraj, 

No. 67/9, Lakshmi Plot, 

2 nd Cross Street 
Sathya Nagar, Padi 
Chennai-600050 
AND 

1. The General Manager 

A Govt, of India Under Taking 
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 

11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 

Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager 

Company Owner Company Operated Outlet, 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West 
Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 
Ashok Nagar 
Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran Street, 

Kellys Chennai-660010 
Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 

ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A (2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. M. Umamageswara Rao, The 
Applicant case in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump 
operator with a monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an 
agreement dated 01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under 
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section 25 of the ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c) 

(2) of the ID Act claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was 
dismissed. With this backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all 
financial benefits for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the 
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may, 
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after 
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate 
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall 
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause 

(3) reads as follows 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3 
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within 
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before 
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition 
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or 
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it 
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant 
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up 
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason 
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay 
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable 
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 33 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTIMOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


f^fT, 3 TTt, 2019 

3ST. SIT. 731 . —sjUflRl* 1947 (1947 +T 14) # STITT 17 % if VsTl-M fK+K 

iRHf RTcT + k 4P,9R Rf 3RT % WJcR% sffr RT% +444Cl % flR SFjRST if 

siUnPR 1 %rr if wftt arf^rnr tt# w rrfr, % 4rtt 

(w4 wit 34/2019) WtRR TT# | Rf VsTl-M ’HC+K +T 02.05.2019 RT W fSff «TTl 

[t. ^-16025/4/2019-3Trf 3TR (RT)] 

fr.%. fTWJ, 3 RTRf%R 
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 731. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 34/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of 

M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-l 6025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 


Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 34 of 2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

BETWEEN 

Sri K. Ramesh, 

S/o Karuppaiah 

No. 12/54, Kannasadan Street, 

Mogapair East, Thiruvallur District, 

Chennai-600037 

AND 

1. The General Manager 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 

11 th Main Road, Anna Nagar East 

Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugapair, 

Anna Nagar West 
Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 
Ashok Nagar 
Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damadaran Street 
Kellys 

Chennai-660010 

Appearance : 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 

ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. K. Ramesh, The Applicant case in 
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a 
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the 
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act 
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this 
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits 
for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the 
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
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29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section 
(1) may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute 
referred to therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the 
Conciliation Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such 
application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the 
dispute, xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal 
before the expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise 
termination of service as specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3 
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within 
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before 
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition 
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or 
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it 
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant 
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up 
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason 
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay 
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable 
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 34 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTIMOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


3 TTt, 2019 

^T. 3ir. 732.— afklRR yfMwr, 1947 (1947 TT 14)#£TRJ 17 % 3LJHTW # HTT47 

THuf '47T7T Tfrf^RnT 4dU-i?^R rrf % ntSTcTT % 7LTS P)4M+I #7 +444 Cl % #4" spjtsr if 

fif Vsfl4 htw sfnsFrPfti xrt «nr -mi-mh-m, % wtz 

(7Lt 4 W1 35/2019) 4?r t # *R4>k TT 02.05.2019 4?T 5THT f 3(1 4TI 

[t. ^-16025/4/2019-3irt 3TR (XHT)] 


^t.%. iw a r, app-pRur 


New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 732.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 35/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 35/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 


BETWEEN 


Sri G. Irudhayaraj, 

S/o Gnanasundaram, 

No. 12/203, Small Street, Pulicat Post, 

Ponneri Taluk, Thiruvallur District 

Pin-601205 : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 


1. The General Manager 

A Govt, of India Undertaking, 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 

11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 

Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 
Anna Nagar West 
Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 
Ashok Nagar Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St. 
Kellys Chennai-600010 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 


2 nd Party/1 st Respondent 


2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 


2 nd Party/3 rd Respondent 


2 rd Party/4 th Respondent 


: Party in Person 
: None 


ORDER 


This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. G. Iruthayaraj, The Applicant case in 
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a 
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the 
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act 
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this 
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits 
for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the 
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
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ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub-clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may, 
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after 
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate 
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall 
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause 
(3) reads as follows 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 
3 years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery 
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) 
before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a 
petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, 
termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the 
Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. 
The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, 
did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand 
the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone 
the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable 
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID No. 35 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


TTf f44t, 3 *Tt 2019 

3ST. arc. 733. —Sll +Tl Rl 4- f4+F arf&f^nr, 1947 (1947 +T 14) STITT 17 % 3^fRU| 44^£fa +R+K 
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PPr afrsfrP+i f4+r? 4 4P4r +r+k 3^1(4+ srft+rnr ip %rf 4 w 

(4^4 4w 36/2019) 4r wf4cr +r4t 14t 4^4r 4 h+k 4t 02.05.2019 4t ttttt f air «m 

[4. 4t-16025/4/2019-3It 4 3TTT (TTRj] 
fr.4. iwsi;, 3RrrHf4r 


New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 733. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 36/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 36/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

BETWEEN 


Sri P. Paul Raj 
S/o P. John, 

No. 250, Bharathi Nagar, 2 nd Street, 

Villivakkam, Chennai-600049 : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

A Govt, of India Under taking, 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, 

No. 1 Ranganathan Garden, 

11 th Main Road, Anna Nagar East, 

Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager 

Company Owner Company Operated Outlet 
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West, Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn. LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue, Ashok Nagar 
Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran 
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran Sreet, 

Kellys, Chennai-600010 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 

ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. P. Paul Raj, The Applicant case in 
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a 
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the 
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act 
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this 
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits 
for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the 
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 


2 nd Party/1 st Respondent 


2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 


2 nd Party/3 rd Respondent 
2 rd Party/4 th Respondent 
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“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may, 
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after 
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate 
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall 
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause 
(3) reads as follows 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3 
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery 
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A 
(2) before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that 
except a petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his 
appointment, termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On 
further perusal of the Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the 
relevant documents. The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery- 
Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the 
Applications. On the other hand the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound 
reasonable. The petition to condone the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable 
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID No. 36 of 2019 stands dismissed. 

DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


3TTf, 2019 

4>T. 3IT. 734.—fVrrc srfiifVB, 1947 (1947 TT 14) # SHTT 17% Tl %Vi)4 +R+K 
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(%u4 WTT 37/2019) %T wfVr TRft | %T Vi)4 4<+K %T 02.05.2019 %T WT f3TT 4TI 

[t. %^-16025/4/2019-3TT% 3TTT (rrq-)] 

fVmj, srthPr 


New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 734. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 37/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.05.2019. 

[No. Z-l 6025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 


Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 37/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

BETWEEN 

Sri C. Udhaya Sankar 
S/o Chinnasamy, 

No. 65, Thennaimara Street, 

Kathalampattu, 

Vellore-632312 


1 st Party/Petitioner 
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AND 

1. The General Manager : 2 nd Party/T'Respondent 

A Govt, of India Under Taking 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 

11 th Main Road, Annanagar Eest 

Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager : 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 

Company Owner Company Operated Outlet 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar, West 
Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 2 nd Party/3 rd Respondent 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 

Ashok Nagar, 

Chennai-600083 

4. Sri. S. Ramachandran : 2 rd Party/4 th Respondent 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St. 

Kellys 

Chennai-600010 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 

ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. C. Udhaya Sankar, The Applicant case 
in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a 
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the 
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act 
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this 
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits 
for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the 
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub-clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) 
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein 
after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the 
appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or 
Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A 
of sub-clause (3) reads as follows :- 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in Sub-section (1)” 
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4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3 
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery 
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A 
(2) before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that 
except a petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his 
appointment, termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On 
further perusal of the Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the 
relevant documents. The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery- 
Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the 
Applications. On the other hand the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound 
reasonable. The petition to condone the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable 
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID No. 37 of 2019 stands dismissed. 

DIPTIMOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


3R% 2019 

+T. 3IT. 735.— f%TR srf&lPlH-H, 1947 (1947 TT 14) STHT 17% 31 V\ 4VsTl4 +R+K 
4h 4 '4TTcf %frf%TR- T3RT % WJ47 % P)4M+f #7 4)4+1 4 % 3Ej%sr 4 

#srrf%T f%TP? 4 VsTld 4<+K #srrf4+i rrt SSTR -MI-MH4, % 4+R 

(4t4 4w 38/2019) %t 14r VsTN tr+tt %t 02.05.2019 %t sror fsir «m 

[4. 4^-16025/4/2019-3irt 3TR (Tttt)] 

fr.%. 


New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 735. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 38/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIA LTRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 


Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


I.D. No. 38/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

Mr. S. Pitchai, 

S/o Sembulingam, 

No. 7/463, Kamarajar Street, 
M.K. B. Nagar, Ambattur 
Chennai-600053 

AND 


BETWEEN 


1 st Party/Petitioner 


1. The General Manager 


2 nd Party/1 st Respondent 
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Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden, 

11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 
Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager : 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West 
Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 2 nd Party/3 rd Respondent 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 

Ashok Nagar, 

Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran : 2 rd Party/4 th Respondent 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St. 

Kellys 

Chennai-600010 


Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 

ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. S. Pitchai, The Applicant case in 
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with 
a monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 
of the ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the 
ID Act claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. 
With this backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all 
financial benefits for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone 
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that 
the petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which 
is still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, 
which was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. 
Hence, prays to condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 
days in filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended 
provision under 2A Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after 
exhausting all pre requisites of the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the 
amended insertion under 2A of the ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour 
of the workmen to approach directly to the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub-clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) 
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein 
after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the 
appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or 
Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 
2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows :- 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 
3 years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery 
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A 
(2) before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that 
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except a petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his 
appointment, termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On 
further perusal of the Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce 
the relevant documents. The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour 
Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of 
the Applications. On the other hand the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not 
sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not 
maintainable under the provisions under section 2 (2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 38 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


f^fT, 3Tff, 2019 


^rr. 3ir. 736.— ' 4 Rl4- STf^f^TR-, 1947 (1947 TT 14) STITT 17 % if CTI < 

^TKcT ^IdlPldH TTTTIT^R Trt=r TO4 % TUTSETT% SEjtST R 

3fNTpTT f^TTC if VsTld 7TTOTT 3^1 RR TR -4 Id Kid, %vrf % TO 

WIT 39/2019) TT WTf?TcT TTcft | ^ Vsfid HTTTT TT 02.05.2019 TT WT f 3TT «TTI 

[t. %T-16025/4/2019-3wf 3ITT (rnr)] 


■ft.%. iw a r, 

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 736. —in pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 39/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-l 6025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 39/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

Sri S. Nagaraj, 

S/o M. Subramaniyan, 

No. 18/25, Gandhi Street, 

Elango Nagar, Menambedu 
Ambattur 
Chennai-600053 

AND 

1. The General Manager : 2 nd Party/1 st Respondent 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 
11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 
Chennai-600040 


BETWEEN 


1 st Party/Petitioner 
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2. The Manager : 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West, 

Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 2 nd Party/3 rd Respondent 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 

Ashok Nagar, 

Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran : 3 rd Party/4 th Respondent 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St. 

Kellys, 

Chennai-600010 

Appearance: 

For the 1 sl Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 


ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. S. Nagaraj, The Applicant case in 
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a 
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of 
the ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID 
Act claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With 
this backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial 
benefits for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone 
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, 
which was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, 
prays to condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days 
in filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 
2A Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre 
requisites of the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion 
under 2A of the ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to 
approach directly to the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) 
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein 
after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the 
appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or 
Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 
2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows :- 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period 
of 3 years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery 
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) 
before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a 
petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, 
termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the 
Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. 
The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, 
did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand 
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the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone 
the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not 
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 39 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


3*rt 2019 

+T. sir. 737.—sjWlRH fwp? srf&lPlH-H, 1947 (1947 +T 14) # STTG 17 % 31^H.u| if VsO-M R-t+K 
4^4 '4T7cT TR 3RT % ntSER% 4^ P)4M+I sftr +441 O’ % SEjtST if 

4WiR)+ 4 ht+tt MPR srf^nir rt sdt %rf % wr 

(4^4 4w 40/2019) +T wRR +Tcft | 4 t HT+tt +T 02.05.2019 TET f : 3IT Rl 

[4-. %3--16025/4/2019-3irf SIR (ttr-)] 

ft.4. fRTt&j, 


New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 737. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 40/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-l 6025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, LL.M. Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 40/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

BETWEEN 

Mr. B. Raj an, 

S/o Bakthavatchalam 

No. 31/A, Bajanai Koil Street 

West Mogappair, Near 7 th Block 

No. 622 Chennai-600037 : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager : 2 nd Party/1 st Respondent 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 

11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 

Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager : 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West 
Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) 


2 nd Party/3 rd Respondent 
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New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 
Ashok Nagar, 

Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran : 2 rd Party/4 th Respondent 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St. 

Kellys, 

Chennai-600010 

Appearance: 

For the 1 sl Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 


ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. B. Raj an, The Applicant case in brief 
is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a 
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the 
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act 
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this 
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits 
for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone 
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may, 
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after 
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate 
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall 
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause 
(3) reads as follows 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3 
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within 
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before 
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition 
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or 
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it 
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant 
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up 
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason 
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay 
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 







2834 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 11, 2019/VAISAKHA 21, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not 
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 40 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


Tf 3Rt 2019 

+t. air. 738. — sf|■cTiR|4- 1947 (1947 I4)#mrr 17 % 4 tr+h 

4tt 4 TTTTcI 4dlPi4H + I74PAR PlPV^ XT# 3RT 4 3RWT 4 R41'4+1 #7 R# +4+1 O’ 4 #+ ST^ST 4 

f4ff? 3fltilR)+ f4rR 4 4 7 +e. aiUnPl+ 3rf4+rw f 4 -4NH4, %rf 4 w 

(4?4 4w 41/2019) 44 wf4ci +7# 1414^4i 717+1 / 4t 02.05.2019 4t w fsir «m 

[4. 4^-16025/4/2019-3wf 3TT7 (tnr)] 

ft.4. f4pt&j, 3R7 h1%^ 


New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 738. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 41/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 41/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

BETWEEN 


Mr. D. Poomaran, 

S/o Desinghu, 

No. W-16, Thai Nagar, 

Pothur Village, Pammathukulam Post 
Redhills, 

Chennai-600052 : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager : 2 nd Party/ Respondent 1 to 4 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 

11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 

Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager : 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West 
Chennai-600050 
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3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 
Ashok Nagar 
Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran 
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St 
Kellys 

Chennai-600010 

Appearance: 

For the 1 sl Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 

ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. D. Poomaran, The Applicant case in 
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a 
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the 
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act 
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this 
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits 
for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone 
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may, 
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after 
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate 
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall 
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause 
(3) reads as follows 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3 
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within 
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before 
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition 
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or 
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it 
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant 
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up 
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason 
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay 
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 


2 nd Party/3 rd Respondent 


2 rd Party/4 th Respondent 
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5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not 
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 41 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 


f^ft, 3 TTf, 2019 
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 739. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 42/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.05.2019. 


[No. Z-l 6025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 42/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

Mr. R. Thirumurugan, 

S/o Ramamoorthi, 

No. 7/3, Vairamkulam 2 nd Street, 

Chittu Oragadam, Ambattur, 

Chennai-600053 

AND 

1. The General Manager : 2 nd Party/ Respondent 1 to 4 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 
11 th Main Road, Annanagar West, 

Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager : 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West, 

Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 
Ashok Nagar, 

Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran : 


BETWEEN 


1 st Party/Petitioner 
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New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St. 
Kellys 

Chennai-600010 


Appearance: 

For the 1 sl Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 


ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. R. Thirumurugan, The Applicant case 
in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a 
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the 
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act 
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this 
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits 
for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone 
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may, 
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after 
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate 
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall 
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause 
(3) reads as follows 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period 
of 3 years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery 
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) 
before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a 
petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, 
termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the 
Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. 
The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, 
did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand 
the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone 
the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not 
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 42 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019 

S.O. 740. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 43/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.05.2019. 

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 43/2019 

Friday, the 29 th March, 2019 

BETWEEN 

Mr. Hilal Ahmed, 

S/o Zaheer Ahamed 
No. 4, Chada Sahib Street 
Royapettah, Mishapet 

Chennai-600014 : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager : 2 nd Party/ Respondent 1 to 4 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

No. 1, Raganathan Garden 

11 th Main Road, Annanagar West 

Chennai-600040 

2. The Manager 

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair, 

Anna Nagar West 
Chennai-600050 

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) 

New No. 20, 18 th Avenue 
Ashok Nagar 
Chennai-600083 

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran 

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St. 

Kellys 

Chennai-600010 
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Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Party in Person 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None 

ORDER 

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. Hilal Ahmed, The Applicant case in 
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4 th Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a 
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated 
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the 
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act 
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this 
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits 
for his service period from 1995 to 2007. 

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone 
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the 
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on 
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is 
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which 
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to 
condone the delay and admit the case. 

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other 
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in 
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A 
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of 
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the 
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to 
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief. 

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) 
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to 
therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation 
Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the 
Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute, xx xx xx xx 
xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows 

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of 
service as specified in Sub-section (1)” 

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 
3 years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery 
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) 
before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a 
petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, 
termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the 
Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. 
The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, 
did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand 
the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone 
the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit. 

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not 
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The case in ID 43 of 2019 stands dismissed. 


DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 741. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 10/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Indian Bank and their 
workmen received by the Central Government on 06/05/2019. 

[No. L-12011/3/2014-IR(B-II)] 
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

BANGALORE 

Dated : 23 rd April 2019 

Present : lustice Smt. Rathnakala, Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 10/2014 


I Party 


II Party 


1. The President, 

Indian Bank Employees Union, 
C/o India Bank, lO.K.G.Road, 
BANGALORE 560 009. 

2. Sh. M. Sundara, 

S/o Late Siddaiah, 

Muddahalli Navilur Post, 
Nanjangud Taluk, Mysore Dist. 


The General Manager (p), 
Indian Bank, Zonal Office, 
4 th Floor, (East Wing) 
Raheja Towers, No. 26-27, 
M.G. Road, 

BANGALORE 560 001. 


Advocate I Party : Advocate for II Party: 

Mr. Muralidhara : Mr. P. Udayashankar Rai 

AWARD 

The Central Government vide Order No.L-12011/3/2014 IR(B-II) dated 04.06.2014 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (for brevity ‘the 
Act’ hereafter) referred the following Industrial Dispute for adjudication. 

“Whether the action of the management of Indian Bank over unjust denial of pension to Shri M. Sundara, 
Clerk-cum-shroff of Mandya Branch, retired from the services of the Bank on voluntary cessation is justified? If 
not, to what relief the aggrieved workman Shri M. Sundara is entitled to?” 

1. The case of the 1 st Party is, that Sh. M Sundara, Ex Clerk-cum-Shroff, Mandya Branch was declared by the 2 nd Party 
as having voluntarily left the job w.e.f 03.02.2006 but, they have denied the pensionary benefits to him, he had rendered 
honest and devoted service to the Bank; during 2005-06 due to domestic problems he could not attend the duties. The 
2 nd Party/Management invoking Clause 33 of the Bipartite Settlement dated 02.06.2005, recorded voluntary cessation of 
employment by him w.e.f 03.02.2006. The 2 nd Party introduced Indian Bank (Employees) Pension Regulations, 1995 to 
provide pensionary benefits to those who exercised their option in writing to become the member of the Employees 
Pension Fund; Sh. Sundara exercised his option in writing and the same was registered by the Bank in their records, thus 
he is a member of the Employees Pension Fund Trust; his employment was not termination on account of any 
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misconduct so as to entail forfeiture of his entire past service. However, 2 nd Party did not determine his pensionary 
benefits despite several representations. The action of the Management in denying pensionary benefit has offended 
Article 14 and 21 of the Constitution of India. Hence, prayer for a direction to the 2 nd Party, to determine his entitlement 
for pension under the provisions of the Pension Regulations and to pay the arrears of pension from 03.06.2006 along 
with interest. 

2. As per the counter statement placed by the 2 nd Party, an employee who has voluntarily abandoned the service of the 
Bank in terms of Clause 33 of the Bipartite Settlement is not entitled for pension. There are no rules or regulations 
enabling such employees who have voluntarily abandoned the services of the Bank or deemed to have voluntarily 
abandoned the services of the Bank. The 1 st Party remained unauthorizedly absent from duty continuously for more than 
90 days. After issuing notice for being unauthorizedly absent and issuing a final notice dated 01.02.2006, 2 nd Party 
deemed to consider him as voluntarily abandoned the services of the Bank. As per Regulation No. 22 of the Indian Bank 
Pension Regulation 1995, the Bank is entitled to forfeiture all his entire past service and he will not be qualified for 
pensionary benefit. 

3. Both parties have adduced their evidence. Ex W-l to Ex W-6 are marked for the 1 st Party and Ex M-l is marked for 
the 2 nd Party. 

4. Parties are not at dispute regarding unauthorized absence of Sh. M. Sundara during 2005-06. The Bank has treated his 
case as voluntary cessation of service in terms of Clause 33 of VII Bipartite Settlement dated 02.06.2005; now they have 
invoked the Regulation No 22 of the Indian Bank Pension Regulation 1995, which reads as under:- 

“Forfeiture of Service”, among other things it is stated as follows 

(i) Resignation or dismissal or removal or termination of an employee from the service of the Bank shall entail forfeiture 
of this entire past service and consequently shall not qualify for pensionary benefits. 

(ii) An interruption in the service of a Bank employee entails forfeiture of his past service, except in the following cases, 
namely 

(a) . 

(b) . 

5. It is obvious that, voluntary cessation of employment is not covered within the frame of Rule 22. But, argument of 
Learned Counsel for the 2 nd Party is, the word resignation appearing in sub rule 1 has to be construed with a broader 
meaning which also includes any other form of resigning from duty including by way of unauthorized absence. Any 
narrow meaning to the word resignation would subvert the whole purpose of the pension scheme and hence voluntary 
cessation shall also to be interpreted in the same equivalence as that of resignation. Any other interpretation on para 22 
that voluntary cessation of service is not covered, will defeat the very object/spirit of the Regulation 22 of the Pension 
Regulation 1995. If a contrary interpretation is allowed all the employees who want to resign, will resort to the 
unlawful method of abstaining from work or unauthorized absence to claim the benefit of pension. Deserting the service 
of the Bank through unauthorized absence is actually worse than resignation. In the light of Regulation 22 of the 
Pension Regulation 1995 read with Clause 33 of the Bipartite Settlement dated 02.06.2005, 1 st Party is not entitled for 
pensionary benefits. 

6. It is the further contention of the 2 nd Party, payment of pension while retiring through compulsory retirement is 
entirely different and certainly not applicable to the present circumstance. In the case of compulsory retirement the 
Disciplinary Authority depending upon the gravity of misconduct of the concerned employee will impose appropriate 
punishment and the same analogy cannot be drawn to the case of the employee voluntarily abandoning the service of the 
Bank by unauthorized absence. 

7. Admittedly Sh. M Sundara had rendered service from 10.06.1978 to 2005 without any break; his unauthorized absence 
is not considered by the Management as a misconduct it is a unilateral action of the management in treating him as 
‘voluntarily left the service of the Bank in terms of Clause 33 of the Bipartite Settlement dated 02.06.2005’. The Apex 
Court in the matter of Syndicate Bank. Bangalore vs Satya Srinath (2007-II-LLI 258 ) wherein the fact was, the Bank 
Official who’s leave application seeking for extension of leave on medical ground was denied, and the Bank had ordered 
her premature retirement and denied pension of 20 years of service, intervened and held that, she did not fall either in the 
category of herself seeking voluntary retirement or in the category of one deemed to have voluntarily retired, as per 
clause 17(a) of the V Bipartite Settlement. She falls in the 3 rd Category which is not contemplated in the Regulation. By 
holding so, the Apex court further held that, she could not be denied the benefit of 20 years of service when she comes 
within the pension scheme who were in service prior to 1986 and retired before 29.09.1995. Thus, her entitlement for 
pension was declared by the Judgment of the Division Bench of our Hon’ble High Court. 

8. It is worthwhile to reproduce the observation of our Hon’ble High Court in the same matter [Smt. Sathya Srinath vs 

Syndicate Bank.(ILR 2003 KAR 2605)] at para 21, “Further, the cessation of service of the appellant brought about 

by the management by its order dated 30.12.1992 cannot be regard as the resignation of the Appellant for the purpose of 
application of Pension Rules. Resignation of an employee is covered by separate provisions under the SHASTRI’s 
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award and in terms of the said award, in case of resignation, the employee concerned has to submit a notice of 
resignation to the management and it comes into effect automatically after the expiry of the notice period. In the case of 
J.K. COTTON SPINNING AND WEAVING MILLS COMPANY LIMITED vs STATE OF U.P, the Supreme Court 
held that if an employee makes his intention to resign his job to the employer it is a case of resignation. Similar is the 
view of the Supreme Court in MOTIRAM vs PARANDER wherein it was held that resignation means the spontaneous 
relinquishment of ones own right in relation to an office. Resignation connotes the act of giving up or relinquishing the 
office. It may be bilateral or unilateral depending upon whether the rule requires acceptance or not. The essence of 
resignation is that the initiative to resign should come from the employee concerned and that initiative should be 
voluntary and out of free will. Unless these two conditions co-exist, mere cessation of service brought about by a 
method de hors the voluntary action of the employee could not be regarded as a resignation of the employee. In this 
case, it is nobody’s case that the Appellant submitted any notice of resignation. On the otherhand, it is a matter of record 
that the Appellant in reply to the notice from the employer, sought for extension of time and made clear her intention to 
resume duties”. 

9. It is sheer argumentative to say that voluntary cessation can be brought within the Regulation 22 of the pension 
scheme. Since, the voluntary cessation of service is not prohibited expressly by the Rules, I do not see justification on 
the part of the Bank in refusing the benefits of the Indian Bank Pension Regulation 1995 to the workman herein. The 
rule is applicable to such of the employees who were on the service of the Bank after January 1 1986 and who have 
retired on or after December 1 1993 but, before the notified date and Sh. M. Sundara thus qualifies himself for the 
benefits of Pension Regulation, like any other employee who have opted for pension scheme. 

10. In the light of the above, the management is not justified in rejecting the relief of the pension scheme to the 1 st Party 
workman. Hence, the following 


AWARD 

The reference is accepted, the 2 nd Party is directed to implement the benefits of Indian Bank Pension Regulation 
1995 to the workman Sh. M. Sundara, Ex Clerk-cum-Shroff of Mandya Branch, w.e.f 03.06.2006. The accrued pension 
amount shall be calculated along with simple interest of 6% per annum w.e.f 03.06.2006 and be paid within 60 days of 
publication of the Award. Otherwise the amount shall carry future interest of 8% per annum. 

(Dictated, corrected and signed by me on 23 rd April, 2019) 

JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

6*r t 2019 
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[TT. WT-12011/151/2005-3Trf 3TTT (cft-II)] 
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New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 742.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 18/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Syndicate Bank and 
their workmen received by the Central Government on 06/05/2019. 

[No. L-12011/15 l/2005-IR(B-II)] 
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 23 rd APRIL, 2019 

PRESENT : Justice Smt. Rathnakala, Presiding Officer 

C.R No. 18/2006 


I Party 

The General Secretary, 

Syndicate Bank Staff Association, 

2 nd Floor, Near to Tourist Hotel, 

Anand Rao Circle, 

Bangalore - 560009. 

Advocate for I Party : Sh.Muralidhara 

Advocate for II Party: Sh. Ramesh Upadhyaya 


II Party 

The General Manager (P), 
Syndicate Bank, 

General Manager’s Office 
No. 69, 9 th Main, 3 rd Block, 
Jayanagar, 

Bangalore - 560011 


AWARD 

The Central Government vide Order No.L-12011/151/2005-IR(B-II) dated 28.04.2006 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (for 
brevity ‘the Act’ hereafter) referred the following Industrial Dispute for adjudication. 

“Whether the action of the management of Syndicate Bank in imposing the punishment of reduction in basic 
pay by one stage, non-releasing of annual increment as on 01.02.2004 and effecting recovery of Rs. 19,945.89 
as financial loss from Smt. R.E. Jane, Clerk, Syndicate Bank, Shoolay Branch, Bangalore is legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief she is entitled to?’’ 

1. The claim of the 1 st Party Smt. R.E. Jane is, she was working as a Clerk at Shoolay, Bangalore Branch of the 2 nd Party, 
she was issued charge sheet on the allegation of gross misconduct of “doing act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank 
involving the Bank in financial loss” vide clause 5(j) of the Bipartite Settlement dated 10.04.2002. Since, she denied the 
charges Domestic Enquiry was formed. The Enquiry Officer held her guilty of misconduct, she submitted her remarks to 
the findings of the enquiry, she was proposed with the punishment of reduction in basic pay by one stage for a period of 
one year vide the letter of Disciplinary Authority dated 22.10.2003 and thereafter the punishment order was confirmed. 
Her appeal against the punishment order was rejected by the Appellate Authority vide his proceedings dated 25.03.2004; 
the Disciplinary Authority vide his administrative order dated 22.04.2004 directed to recover a sum of Rs. 15,000/- with 
commercial rate of interest and the same was recovered from her salary, she was due for annual increment on 01.02.2004 
and same was released after one year i.e., 01.02.2005. The Findings of the Enquiry Officer is perverse and the 
consequent punishment order is backed. 

2. The counter statement of the 2 nd Party is to the effect that, there is no valid reason for the Disciplinary Authority to 
differ from the findings of the Enquiry Officer. Taking into consideration the records and being convinced that, the 
proposed punishment would not be disproportionate to the gravity of misconduct committed; the Disciplinary Authority 
confirmed the proposed punishment. This Tribunal passed award on 28.11.2006 thereby dismissing the reference since, 
the 1 st Party had not filed the claim statement and did not prosecute the proceedings though several opportunity was 
given. The charge was proved in the enquiry based on the oral and documentary evidence; punishment imposed is 
proportionate to the gravity of misconduct. 

3. It is from records that, vide order dated 28.11.2006, the reference was rejected and the 1 st Party workman filed an 
Miscellaneous application which was registered as Misc No. 17/2006, the award passed on 28.11.2006 was thus recalled 
and the matter was opened. 

4. On the rival pleadings two preliminary issues were framed, one regarding the fairness of Domestic Enquiry another 
regarding the question, whether the 1 st Party workman Smt. R.E. Jane is a workman under section 2(s) of the Act. 

5. The 1 st Party gave up its challenge to the Fairness of the Domestic Enquiry. Thus, the Fairness of the Domestic 
Enquiry is ordered affirmatively in favour of the 1 st Party. Both have addressed arguments. 

6. The allegation of the charge sheet dated 05.05.2003 read thus :- 

(i) That you have been working as Clerk at Shoolay Branch, Bangalore, since 16.06.2000 and while functioning in your 
position as such, the following circumstances appear against you : 

(ii) That M/s LIC Housing Finance Ltd., Bangalore who is maintaining Current A/c No. 1690 with our Shoolay 
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Branch, Bangalore, have been issued with Cheque book containing cheque leaves Nos. 863501 to 864600. Out of 
the said cheque book, a cheque bearing No. 863520 dated 22.08.02 for Rs.60,000/- was presented for payment across 
the counter on 22.08.02. After the said cheque was passed by the Section Officer, payment was made by you as you 
were working as Cashier on 22.08.2002. 

(iii) That the account holders M/s. LIC Housing Finance Ltd., has subsequently lodged a complaint with the Bank 
saying that the cheque in question was not issued by them and that a sum of Rs. 60,000/- has been fraudulently 
withdrawn from the said account. 

(iv) That with regard to the above cheque, it is observed that the said cheque was an A/c Payee crossed cheque, drawn 
in favour of "overseas" and was presented for payment across the counter. 

(v) That as per para 2.8.2 of Manual of Instructions (Volume-I), when cheques are presented for payment in cash, the 
cheque should be scrutinised to see that it is free from any of the defects. Further, before paying the amount, the cashier 
should ensure that the cheque is properly passed and that only on being satisfied that the cheque is properly passed, the 
amount should be paid. 

(vi) That as per the guidelines mentioned under para 2.9.0 of Manual of Instructions on "passing of cheques, a crossed 
cheque" should not be paid in cash over the counter. Further as per the guidelines mentioned under para 2.10.0 of Manual 
of Instructions (Volume-I) on "crossing of cheques", cash cannot be paid over the counter for crossed cheques. 

(vii) That in terms of the above said guidelines, even though the section officer had passed for payment of a crossed 
cheque, the same shall not be a proper passing because crossed cheque cannot be passed for payment across the counter 
and as such the cashier cannot make payment of the cheque which is not properly passed. 

(viii) From the above circumstances, it is evident that you have made payment of Rs. 60,000/- against a crossed cheque 
across the counter in violation of the guidelines cited above. You have also failed to notice that the above cheque has 
been drawn in favour of "overseas" which is vague and not referring to any individual. You have also failed to observe 
that since the cheque was marked A/c Payee it should have been presented either in clearing by the other Banker or 
should have been transferred to an account in the name of "overseas". As such you have failed to perform your duties as 
expected of you as per the guidelines. 

(ix) Thus, the negligence/lapses on your part as narrated above facilitated perpetration of fraud resulting in withdrawal of 
Rs. 60,000/- from Current A/c 1690, thereby the Bank incurred financial loss. Your above acts are detrimental to the 
interest of the Bank besides tarnishing the image and reputation of the Bank. 

(x) The above acts of commissions and omissions reported against you constitute Gross Misconduct within the meaning 
of clause 5 of the Bipartite Settlement (Memorandum of Settlement) dated 10.04.2002. You are therefore charged with 
the Gross Misconduct of "doing act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank involving the Bank in financial loss" vide 
clause 5(j) of the Bipartite Settlement (Memorandum of Settlement) dated 10.04.2002. 

7. During the enquiry on behalf of the Management 2 witnesses were examined and 13 documents were marked. 1 st 
Party examined herself and marked 3 documents. 

8. First witness for the management/the then Branch Manager deposed to the effect that, a letter dated 02.12.2002 was 
received from LIC Housing Finance Limited requesting to reimburse the amount of Rs. 60,000/- which is fraudulently 
withdrawn from their Current Account maintained with the Bank. He identified the photocopy of the cheque for 
Rs. 60,000/- pertaining to the Current Account of the LIC and the letter received from LIC. MW-1 identified the 
relevant documents and deposed to the effect that, a cheque dated 22.08.2002 received from LIC was entered and debited 
in the computer by Smt. Jayalakshmi, Clerk and passed the cheque to the CSE, Cashier made the payment. It was an 
Account payee cheque and the payee is mentioned as “Overseas”. The signature of the person who obtained the cash is 
not there on the back of the cheque. When a crossed cheque is presented at the branch we cannot make cash payment. 
In such case before making payment the crossing should be cancelled, cash cannot be paid against such cheque. MW-2 
was the Investigating Officer who recorded the statements of witnesses and probed the documents. 

9. The defence of the 1 st Party was, she was orally entrusted with extra responsibility of debiting, clearing cheques on 
22.08.2002 which is actually supervisory in nature, the cheque was debited and was duly passed for payment by the 
Passing Authority as self drawn cheque with signature verified and passed for payment seal along with date and 
signature of the passing authority; no debit scroll was maintained at the Branch as required under the rules of MOI 
(Manual Instruction) concerning to the 2 nd Party. There was no Scroll Officer as envisaged under the MOI and it was not 
scrolled with SI. No. Since, the cheque was crossed she informed the passing officer about the same for which he replied 
that crossing cancellation would be done subsequently and she should make the cash payment of the cheque. It was the 
usual practice of the LIC Housing Finance Ltd., to send crossed cheques for cash withdrawals and signature for crossing 
cancellation used to be obtained either prior to the payment or after the payment as per the directions from the passing 
authority. She identified the culprit who is incidentally the employee of LIC Housing Finance Ltd., and ultimately it 
resulted in his arrest. Paid vouchers were duly bundled and thereafter signed by the Head of the Branch after the due 
scrutiny of the vouchers and the cash vouchers bundles were kept in double lock. Hence, she had no opportunity to 
verify whether crossing was cancelled on cheque. 
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10. The Enquiry Officer analysed the evidence and also the various grounds of defence and concluded that, the Cashier 
has failed to perform her duty as expected by her and the I st Party workman only to justify her lapse of making payment 
of an Account payee crossed cheque in violation of MOI, she failed to observe the account payee crossing and so also the 
passing officer. The cheque which has been passed with the defect cannot be said to have been passed properly. The 
defect apparent on the face of the cheque and which was within the knowledge of CSE was overlooked by her before 
making payment. Therefore, due to the contributory negligence of the Clerk, Passing Officer and the Cashier the Bank 
incurred a loss of Rs. 60,000/- for which all the three are accountable. 

11. Whatever be the interpretation of clause MOI, the fact remains that the 1 st Party while in cash counter had made 
payment of Rs. 60,000/- in an account payee cheque. The Disciplinary Authority considered all her remarks to the 
Enquiry Report. On her contention that Passing Officer had instructed her to make payment against the crossing cheque 

due to which she made payment. The Disciplinary Authority held that “. even then the cashier shall not carry out 

such instructions of the Officer in violation of MOI when crossing was not cancelled. Having made the payment without 
getting the crossing cancelled, she cannot totally disassociate from the transaction nor avoid her 
responsibility/accountability’. The Disciplinary Authority further observed that, the Bank has already paid Rs. 60,000/- 
to the LIC and all the three Officials are responsible for the loss arising out of their misconduct. A sum of Rs. 30,000/- is 
accepted by the Passing Officer and Rs. 15,000/- by the Counter Clerk as their share of total loss of Rs. 60,000/-. 

12. It cannot be said that the punishment imposed on the 1 st Party workman is either excessive or 
arbitrary. It was the submission at the Bar that 1 st Party has been promoted by the 2 nd Party and she no more retains the 
status of the workman under section 2(s) of the Industrial Dispute Act as held in (2012)1 SCC 619, Air India Cabin Crew 
Association and others vs Union of India and others. However, they have not produced any documentary proof to 
remove her from the status of workman under section 2(s) of the Industrial Dispute Act. The punishment order imposed 
on her is on the basis of the admitted facts only, negligence on the part of all the three Officials is evident and she cannot 
pass on the burden on the other two and get through. The punishment order does not warrant interference. Hence, the 
following 

AWARD 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated, corrected and signed by me on 23 rd April, 2019) 

JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 


6*ri 2019 

W. air. 743.— sfl+TlRH 3rf444uT, 1947 (1947 TT 14)#«nrr 17 % 3^ju| if Vsfh +H+K 

+K<HI fr£ 5^ 4 WSTcTT % +441 Ol 4 44r 4 faffs’ sfltTlRH if 

HT+IT STf^WT/spr SffpRRR (jl^RIct) % T3R (4^4 4w 123/2012) MURtcl +t4T 

| 4t +H+H 06.05.2019 W f3TT 4TI 

[4. TT*r-370ii/07/20ii-3irt sir (4t-ii)] 
44TT3HFT, srjwr srfgRnft 


New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 743. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 123/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Kandla 
Port Trust and their workmen received by the Central Government on 06/05/2019. 

[No. L-37011/07/201 l-IR(B-II)] 
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present: Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 03 rd April, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No-123/2012 

The Chairman, 

Kandla Port Trust, 

Administrative Office, P.B. No. 50, 

Gandhidham (Gujarat) - 370201 

V/s. 

The General Secretary, 

Transport and Dock Workers’ Union, 

21, Yogesh Building, 

Plot No. 586, 12-C, Gandhidham, 

Kutch (Gujarat) - 370201 

For the First Party : Shri K.V. Gadhia 
For the Second Party : Shri N.H. Rathod 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-37011/07/2011— 
IR(B-II) dated 30.08.2012 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Kandla Port Trust in not enlisting Shri Mohmed Ismail Saicha as Daily 
Rates Worker although he has worked for 240 days, is legal and justified? What relief the concerned workman is 
entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 30.08.2012 and received on 10.09.2012 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 6 on 05.08.2013 and the 
first party submitted the written statement Ex. 7 on 26.11.2013. 

3. The second party workman in his statement of claim has alleged that he had been working as Khalasi since the 
month of October, 1982 continuously and worked till July 1983 for more than 240 days in the calendar year but 
his service were terminated without giving notice and notice pay violating the provisions of Section 25 F, G and 
H of the Industrial Disputes Act. Therefore, he has prayed that he may be reinstated as daily rate worker. 

4. The first party in his written statement Ex. 7 submitted that the second party workman Mohmed Ismail Saicha 
was not a workman within the definition of Section 2 (s) of the Industrial Disputes Act. The averments made in 
the statement of claim are not true. The reference has been moved after a period of 27 years; therefore, the 
reference is liable to be dismissed. 

5. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise: 

i. Whether the action of the management of Kandla Port Trust in not enlisting Shri Mohmed Ismail Saicha 
as Daily Rates Worker although he has worked for 240 days, is legal and justified? 
ii. To what relief, if any, the concerned workman is entitled? 

6. Issue No. i and ii: As both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are decided together. The burden of proof of 
these issues lies on the second party workman who submitted the affidavit Ex. 8 reiterating the averments made 
in the statement of claim and has not said anything contrary to his examination-in-chief. In his cross- 
examination, he has stated that he has filed his case enlisting him as daily rate worker where he worked till 
1983. Thereafter, he did not report for work and moved the case in 2012. He was not given any appointment 
letter. His date of birth is 01.03.1964. 

7. The first party did not prefer to give any oral evidence. 

8. The second party workman has filed documents vide list Ex. 9 regarding the engagement of non-pool daily 
rated/part-time persons, approved list of daily rated/part-time persons who have worked prior to 31.12.2001, 
certificate of working days of the workman etc. 

9. I heard and considered the evidences and arguments of learned counsel of the parties available on the record. 
The workman has already admitted in his cross-examination that he worked till the year 1983. Thereafter, he 
did not report for work and has filed this reference after a delay of more than 27 years. He has also not lead any 


...First Party 


.. .Second Party 
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evidence that he would have worked for more than 240 days in any calendar year. Thus the reference is not 
maintainable in the light of the aforesaid evidence of the workman. The delay in moving the reference is so high 
that the workman deserves no relief. Thus both the issues are decided against the workman. The reference is 
dismissed. 

10. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

6Rt 2019 

4>T. Sir. 744 .— sfhfrPtn f^TL? srfM^rcr, 1947 (1947 TT 14) # STRT 17 % 3)^RU| *T fR+K 

3^1 PR arf^njiiTt ^nT'-dHHd, 119/2007) 

TiTTfr t # 4 U+K TT 03.05.2019 TTTT f W 4TI 

[t. TT^r-29012/57/2006-3ir^ 3TR (rnr)] 

f\. %. sett ?if^r 


New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 744. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 119/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation the 
management of M/s. Mysore Minerals Limited and their workmen which was received by the Central Government on 
03/05/2019. 


[No. L-29012/57/2006-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 10 th APRIL 2019 

Present : JUSTICE SMT. RATHANAKALA, Presiding Officer, 

CR No. 119/2007 


I Party 


II Party 


Sri Beeregowda, 

S/o late Ninge Gowda, Chattna Halli, Ananthi 
Post, Bagur Hobli, ChannarayapatnaTaluk, 
HASSAN DIST. 

Appearances 

I Party : Shri K T Govinde Gowda, Advocate 


The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M G Road, 
BANGALORE - 560 001. 


II Party : Sh. T K VedaMurthy, Advocate 


1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labourvide order No. L-29012/57/2006-IR(M) dated 24.08.2007 in exercise 
of the power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred as “The Act”) (14 of 1947) referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 


SCHEDULE 


“Whether the action of the management of Mysore Minerals Limited in terminating the services/ 
superannuating the services of Sh. Beeregowda w.e.f. 29/6/1998 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?” 

2. The case of the 1 st party workman is, he joined the service of the II Party on 25.05.1982 at its Mines Unit viz. 
Byrapura Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District while joining service he had furnished his age as 28 
years i.e., date of birth being 25.05.1954 as per the horoscope maintained by his parents. Same date of birth is mentioned 
in all his statutory records, he was entitled to continue in service upto 25.05.2012. 

3. It is further stated,l st Party subjected him to medical examination and refused employment w.e.f. 29.06.1998 on the 
plea that he has reached superannuation age of 58 years, termination order is issued, he is unemployed and has a 
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dependent family, the 2 nd Party officials obtained his signature on various applications and submitted his application to 
EPF authorities. They have terminated many of his co-workers. In one such case of the workman (Smt. K Dundamma 
vs. MML WP No. 5615/2001 (S-RES)) was reinstated with full back wages and continuity of service by the order of the 
Hon’ble High Court. Similar WP 2610/2001 connected with other cases are also allowed on 01.06.2006. The 2 nd Party 
had not provided safety measures to work in the Mines. There was no proper working/service condition. During 1995 - 
1996 they entrusted some of the mining development works in Hassan District to some private contractors without 
following due process of law. Because of this transaction they faced administrative problems, there was no production 
and they suffered loss, ultimately they decided to terminate the workers illegally by resorting to so called medical 
examination during the year 1998. The medical examination was conducted by one MBBS Doctor but not by Doctor of 
Rank of Assistant Civil Surgeon as defined under rule 19(C) of mines act. He is terminated from service on the basis of 
Medical examination Report. Age certificate issued by Medical Officer summarily and in a blind manner. They have no 
right to refuse employment to him, remove his name from the Muster Rolls in unilateral manner without following due 
process of law. Hence, prayer for a direction to reinstate the 1 ‘’'Party workman retrospectively with continuity of service 
etc. 

4. The claim allegation is assailed by the 2 nd Party in its written statement on following lines; he had not produced any 
authenticated document regarding his date of birth, his alleged horoscope is concocted one. It is further contended that 
upon the intervention of the employee’s union of the 2 nd Party the 1 st Party was subjected to medical examination and he 
was not allowed to work after 26.02.2001 since he had reached the age of superannuation. Medical Examination is 
conducted as per the mines rules 1955 and same does not affect any of the provisions of the mines rules. Delay in raising 
the dispute is not supported by any valid material. He is not entitled for any relief. He was relieved after he attained the 
age of superannuation, with all terminal benefits. During the medical examination he was found to be more than 58 plus 
years (Ex W-l). He has not questioned the said report before the appellate board prescribed under the Mines Rules 1955. 

5. Both parties have adduced their evidence, the workman has examined himself as WW 1 and produced documents Ex 
W-l to Ex W-5. On behalf of the 2 nd Party their Assistant Manager / MW 1 was examined. 

6. As such the 1 st Party workman is terminated from service w.e.f. 26.02.2001. Going by his version he would have 
reached superannuation of 58 years on 25.05.2012. For the purpose of statutory records B Records, EPF Records and 
Service Record his date of birth was mentioned as 25.05.1954 on the basis of Horoscope as provided by him. 

7. The 2 nd Party has its own certified standing orders i.e., MML (Officers and Employees) Conditions of Service, 
Conduct and Disciplinary Proceedings Rules: 

Rule /clause 18.0 pertaining to the age of superannuation reads thus: 

18.1 : Every Officer/ Employee of the Company shall attain the age of Superannuation on his reaching the age of 
58 years and shall retire from the services of the company. 

18.2 : The age and date of birth of the Officer / Employee as recorded in the records of the Company shall be the 
determining factor for retirement. 

18.3 : A change in the date of birth as entered in the Company records can only be affected on a Judgement of a 
Competent Court. Except on a Judgement of a Court the date of birth once recorded will not be changed at the 
request of the Officer/ Employee under any Circumstances. 

Termination further is governed by Rule 24 which reads thus 
“ Rule / Clause 24.0 - Termination : 

24.1 : The Services of a permanent officer / Employee can be terminated either by the company or by the Officer / 
Employee himself by issue of three month’s notice, or payment of three month’s salary in lieu of such notice. 

24.2 : A resignation tendered by an Officer/Employee would become final on its acceptance by the company. 
However, where the Management finds it expedient, it may refuse to accept the resignation in which event the 
relation of employer-employee between the parties continues to subsist.” 

8. The 2 nd party neither changed the date of birth which was accepted earlier nor did they conduct any disciplinary action 
for submitting wrong date of birth. It is also a fact at that point of time there was mass termination on the ground of 
either overage or medically unfit condition. They have not obtained permission for such termination/retrenchment as 
warranted by Section 25N(1) of ID Act. Ex W - 1 is the copy of the medical certificate in Form No. O which is 
identified by MW 1. It is certified to the extent that he appears to be 55 years plus of age. For taking such opinion 
except for clinical examination they have not subjected him to Radiological examination. 

9. He is a manual worker not knowing intricacy of legal procedure. For not challenging the medical certificate before 
Appellate Authority due to ignorance shall not give advantage over him to the 2 nd Party Management. Wherefore, the 
termination of the 1 st Party on the ground of attaining superannuation is illegal and cannot be sustained. Ofcourse, there 
is delay of 9 years in raising the dispute. It is also obvious that Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka allowed a Writ Petition 
of a similarly placed workman who was removed from service on the similar ground and the Writ Appeal thereon came 
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to be dismissed. The l st Party herein has mustered courage thereafter to raise present industrial dispute. At the same time 
one has to see through the plight of an illiterate workman who is thrown out of his livelihood in the midway of his life. 

10. Wherefore, this tribunal is of the considered opinion that the delay in raising the dispute shall not be an obstacle to 
set right the injustice caused on the illegal termination of the I party workman. 

11. His reinstatement at this stage is out of question since he is aged more than 60 years as per his own contention. 
Considering the illegality of the termination and also the delay in raising the dispute in the considered opinion of this 
tribunal, lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac would do complete justice in the matter. 

AWARD 

Reference is accepted. 2 nd Party is directed to pay lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac to the I ‘’'Party workman 
Sh. Beeregowda within 60 days from the date of publication of award failing which the amount shall carry future interest 
@8% per annum. 

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and signed by me on 10 th April 2019) 

JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

2019 

*Fr. sir. 745.— shI+TiRH 1947 (1947+r 14 )#strt 17 % sejhtw if ht+tt 

ip# frpPUPT % WJRPT % 144M+! +4+1 O’ % #+ sfTsfrPT+i 

if +H+U «Rl+ srflwT TTt --4I4H4, ipFfT % W (7R"4 HW 74/2007) Wlf^RJ 
I 4H+U ACt 03.05.2019 ffH fpu 4TI 
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44. %. 3RT 


New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 745. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 74/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation the 
management of M/s Mysore Minerals Limited and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 
03/05/2019. 


[No. L-29012/10/2007-IR(M)] 


D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 10 th APRIL 2019 

PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

C R No. 74/2007 


I Party 


II Party 


Sri Chowdegowda, 

S/o Late Kampini Gowda, MML Workers, Hebalu 
Village, Bathikere Post, Nuggehalli Hobli, 
ChannarayapatnaTaluk, HASSAN DIST. 


The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M G Road, 
BANGALORE - 560 001. 


Appearances 

I Party : Shri K T Govinde Gowda, Advocate II Party : Sh. T K Veda Murthy, Advocate 


1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide order No. L-29012/10/2007-IR(M) dated 16.05.2007 in exercise 
of the power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
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Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred as “The Act”) (14 of 1947) referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the management of Mysore Minerals Limited is justified in terminating the services/premature 
superannuating of the services of Sri Chowedegowda w.e.f. 16/4/1998? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

2. The case of the 1 st party workman is, he joined the service of the II Party on 07.10.1982 at its Mines Unit viz. Jamboor 
Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District while joining service he had furnished his age as 35 years i.e., 
date of birth being 07.10.1947 as per the horoscope maintained by his parents. Same date of birth is mentioned in all his 
statutory records, he was entitled to continue in service upto 07.10.2005. 

3. It is further stated, 2 nd Party subjected him to medical examination on 26.02.2001.They refused work to him on 
16.04.1998, on the plea that he has reached superannuation age of 58 years, termination order is issued on 22.05.1998, he 
is unemployed and has a dependent family, the 2 nd Party officials obtained his signature on various applications and 
submitted his application to EPF authorities. They have terminated many of his co-workers. In one such case of the 
workman (Smt. K Dundamma vs. MML WP No. 5615/200l(S-RES)) was reinstated with full back wages and continuity 
of service by the order of the Hon’ble High Court. Similar WP 2610/2001 connected with other cases are also allowed on 
01.06.2006. The 2 nd Party had not provided safety measures to work in the Mines. There was no proper working/service 
condition. During 1995 - 1996 they entrusted some of the mining development works in Hassan District to some private 
contractors without following due process of law. Because of this transaction they faced administrative problems, there 
was no production and they suffered loss, ultimately they decided to terminate the workers illegally by resorting to so 
called medical examination during the year 1998. The medical examination was conducted by one MBBS Doctor but 
not by Doctor of Rank of Assistant Civil Surgeon as defined under rule 19(C) of mines act. He is terminated from 
service on the basis of Medical examination Report dated 19.02.1998. Age certificate issued by Medical Officer 
summarily and in a blind manner. They have no right to refuse employment to him, remove his name from the Muster 
Rolls in unilateral manner without following due process of law. Hence, prayer for a direction to reinstate the I '‘Party 
workman retrospectively with continuity of service etc. 

4. The claim allegation is assailed by the 2 nd Party in its written statement on following lines; he had not produced any 
authenticated document regarding his date of birth, his alleged horoscope is concocted one. It is further contended that 
upon the intervention of the employee’s union of the 2 nd Party the 1 st Party was subjected to medical examination and he 
was not allowed to work after 16.04.1998 since he had reached the age of superannuation. Medical Examination is 
conducted as per the mines rules 1955 and same does not affect any of the provisions of the mines rules. Delay in raising 
the dispute is not supported by any valid material. He is not entitled for any relief. He was relieved after he attained the 
age of superannuation, with all terminal benefits. During the medical examination he was found to be more than 58 
years. He has not questioned the said report before the appellate board prescribed under the Mines Rules 1955. 

5. Both parties have adduced their evidence, the workman examined himself as WW 1 and produced documents Ex W-l 
to Ex W-5. On behalf of the 2 nd Party their Assistant Manager / MW 1 was examined. 

6. As such the 1 st Party workman is terminated from service w.e.f. 22.05.1998. Going by his version he would have 
reached superannuation of 58 years on 07.10.2005. For the purpose of statutory records B Records, EPF Records and 
Service Record his date of birth was mentioned as 02.08.1956 on the basis of Horoscope as provided by him. 

7. The 2 nd Party has its own certified standing orders i.e., MML (Officers and Employees) Conditions of Service, 
Conduct and Disciplinary Proceedings Rules: 

Rule/clause 18.0 pertaining to the age of superannuation reads thus: 

18.1 : Every Officer/ Employee of the Company shall attain the age of Superannuation on his reaching the age of 
58 years and shall retire from the services of the company. 

18.2 : The age and date of birth of the Officer / Employee as recorded in the records of the Company shall be the 
determining factor for retirement. 

18.3 : A change in the date of birth as entered in the Company records can only be affected on a Judgement of a 
Competent Court. Except on a Judgement of a Court the date of birth once recorded will not be changed at the 
request of the Officer/ Employee under any Circumstances. 

Termination further is governed by Rule 24 which reads thus 
“ Rule / Clause 24.0 - Termination : 

24.1 : The Services of a permanent officer/Employee can be terminated either by the company or by the Officer/ 
Employee himself by issue of three month’s notice, or payment of three month’s salary in lieu of such notice. 

24.2 : A resignation tendered by an Officer/Employee would become final on its acceptance by the company. 
However, where the Management finds it expedient, it may refuse to accept the resignation in which event the 
relation of employer-employee between the parties continues to subsist.” 
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8. The 2 nd party neither changed the date of birth which was accepted earlier nor did they conduct any disciplinary action 
for submitting wrong date of birth. It is also a fact at that point of time there was mass termination on the ground of 
either overage or medically unfit condition. They have not obtained permission for such termination/retrenchment as 
warranted by Section 25N(1) of ID Act. For taking the opinion that the 1 st Party workman has crossed the 
superannuation, except for clinical examination they have not subjected him to Radiological examination. 

9. He is a manual worker not knowing intricacy of legal procedure. For not challenging the medical certificate before 
Appellate Authority due to ignorance shall not give advantage over him to the 2 nd Party Management. Wherefore, the 
termination of the 1 st Party on the ground of attaining superannuation is illegal and cannot be sustained. Ofcourse, there 
is delay of 9 years in raising the dispute. It is also obvious that Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka allowed a Writ Petition 
of a similarly placed workman who was removed from service on the similar ground and the Writ Appeal thereon came 
to be dismissed. The 1 ''Party herein has mustered courage thereafter to raise present industrial dispute. At the same time 
one has to see through the plight of an illiterate workman who is thrown out of his livelihood in the midway of his life. 

10. Wherefore, this tribunal is of the considered opinion that the delay in raising the dispute shall not be an obstacle to 
set right the injustice caused on the illegal termination of the I party workman. 

11. His reinstatement at this stage is out of question since he is aged more than 60 years as per his own contention. 
Considering the illegality of the termination and also the delay in raising the dispute in the considered opinion of this 
tribunal, lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac would do complete justice in the matter. 

AWARD 

Reference is accepted. 2 nd Party is directed to pay lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac to the 1 sl Party workman 
Sh. Chowedegowda within 60 days from the date of publication of award failing which the amount shall carry 
future interest @ 8% per annum. 

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and signed by me on 10 th April 2019) 

JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 


6 Tit, 2019 

3ST. air. 746.—sfl’inRH arflrRrw, 1947 (1947 4T 14)#£TRT 17% if %^%T *R=bl< 

fiUTW Rrfiffe % WSRUT % affr Wp % #4 3FjtST % #sfrP%F 

+R°bU «R + F=T W --4I4H4, %tFJT % W (wf WIT 08/2008) %t Writer 

^ff | %T %^%T WFTT %T 03.05.2019 %t W fair 4TI 

[t. TTFT-29012/81/2007-3Trt 3TTT (V^)] 
ft. %. f|wj, 3FT7 


New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 746. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 08/2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation the 
management of M/s Mysore Minerals Limited and their workmen which was received by the Central Government on 
03/05/2019. 


[No. L-29012/81/2007-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 10 th APRIL 2019 

PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 
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C R No. 08/2008 


I Party 

Smt. Narsamma, 

W/o Late Hanumaiah, MML Worker, 

Chevenahalli Village, Nagar Navile Post, 

BagurHobli, 

ChannarayapatnaT aluk, 

HASSAN DIST. 

Appearances 

I Party : Shri K T GovindeGowda, Advocate II Party : Sh. T K VedaMurthy, Advocate 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide order No. L-29012/81/2007-IR(M)dated 06.02.2008 in exercise 
of the power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter referred as “The Act”) (14 of 1947) referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the termination of Smt. Narasamma by the management of Mysore Minerals Limited w.e.f. 2/6/1998 
is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. The case of the 1 st party workman is, she joined the service of the 2 nd Party on 02.08.1984 at its Mines Unit viz. 
Thagadur Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District, while joining service she had furnished his age 
as 35 years i.e., date of birth being 03.11.1945 as per the horoscope maintained by her parents. Same date of birth is 
mentioned in all his statutory records, she was entitled to continue in service upto 03.11.2004. 

3. It is further stated,E'Party was subjected to medical examination and refused employment 02.06.1998 on the plea 
that she has reached superannuation age of 58 years, termination order is issued, she is unemployed and has a 
dependent family, the 2 nd Party officials obtained her signature on various applications and submitted his application 
to EPF authorities. They have terminated many of her co-workers. In one such case of the workman !Smt. K 
Dundamma vs. MML WP No. 5615/2001 (S-RES)) was reinstated with full back wages and continuity of service by 
the order of the Hon’ble High Court. Similar WP 2610/2001 connected with other cases are also allowed on 
01.06.2006. The 2 nd Party had not provided safety measures to work in the Mines. There was no proper 
working/service condition. During 1995 - 1996 they entrusted some of the mining development works in Hassan 
District to some private contractors without following due process of law. Because of this transaction they faced 
administrative problems, there was no production and they suffered loss, ultimately they decided to terminate the 
workers illegally by resorting to so called medical examination during the year 1998. The medical examination was 
conducted by one MBBS Doctor but not by Doctor of Rank of Assistant Civil Surgeon as defined under rule 19(C) 
of mines act. She is terminated from service on the basis of Medical examination Report. Age certificate issued by 
Medical Officer summarily and in a blind manner. They have no right to refuse employment to her, remove her 
name from the Muster Rolls in unilateral manner without following due process of law. Hence, prayer for a 
direction to reinstate the 1 ‘’'Party workman retrospectively with continuity of service etc. 

4. The claim allegation is assailed by the 2 nd Party in its written statement on following lines; she had not produced any 
authenticated document regarding his date of birth, her alleged horoscope is concocted one. It is further contended 
that upon the intervention of the employee’s union of the 2 nd Party the 1 st Party was subjected to medical 
examination and she was not allowed to work after 02.06.1998 since she had reached the age of superannuation. 
Medical Examination is conducted as per the mines rules 1955 and same does not affect any of the provisions of the 
mines rules. Delay in raising the dispute is not supported by any valid material. She is not entitled for any relief. 
She was relieved after attaining the age of superannuation, with all terminal benefits. During the medical 
examination she was found to be more than 58 years. She has not questioned the said report before the appellate 
board prescribed under the Mines Rules 1955. 

5. Both parties have adduced their evidence, the workman has examined herself as WW 1 and produced documents 
Ex W-l to Ex W-5. On behalf of the 2 nd Party their Assistant Manager / MW 1 was examined. 

6. As such the 1 st Party workman is terminated from service w.e.f. 02.06.1998. Going by her version she would have 
reached superannuation of 58 years on 03.11.2004. For the purpose of statutory records B Records, EPF Records and 
Service Record her date of birth was mentioned as 03.11.1945 on the basis of Horoscope as provided by her. 

7. The 2 nd Party has its own certified standing orders i.e., MML (Officers and Employees) Conditions of Service, 
Conduct and Disciplinary Proceedings Rules: 


II Party 

The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M G Road, 
BANGALORE - 560 001. 
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Rule /clause 18.0 pertaining to the age of superannuation reads thus: 

18.1 : Every Officer/ Employee of the Company shall attain the age of Superannuation on his reaching the age of 
58 years and shall retire from the services of the company. 

18.2 : The age and date of birth of the Officer / Employee as recorded in the records of the Company shall be the 
determining factor for retirement. 

18.3 : A change in the date of birth as entered in the Company records can only be affected on a Judgement of a 
Competent Court. Except on a Judgement of a Court the date of birth once recorded will not be changed at the 
request of the Officer/ Employee under any Circumstances. 

Termination further is governed by Rule 24 which reads thus 

“ Rule / Clause 24.0 - Termination : 

24.1 : The Services of a permanent officer/Employee can be terminated either by the company or by the Officer / 
Employee himself by issue of three month’s notice, or payment of three month’s salary in lieu of such notice. 

24.2 : A resignation tendered by an Officer/Employee would become final on its acceptance by the company. 
However, where the Management finds it expedient, it may refuse to accept the resignation in which event the 
relation of employer-employee between the parties continues to subsist.” 

8. The 2 nd party neither changed the date of birth which was accepted earlier nor did they conduct any disciplinary 
action for submitting wrong date of birth. It is also a fact at that point of time there was mass termination on the ground 
of either overage or medically unfit condition. They have not obtained permission for such termination/retrenchment as 
warranted by Section 25N(1) of ID Act. For taking the opinion that she has crossed superannuation, except for clinical 
examination they have not subjected her to Radiological / Scientific examination. 

9. She is a manual worker not knowing intricacy of legal procedure. For not challenging the medical certificate before 
Appellate Authority due to ignorance shall not give advantage over her to the 2 nd Party Management. Wherefore, the 
termination of the 1 st Party on the ground of attaining superannuation is illegal and cannot be sustained. Ofcourse, there 
is delay 10 years in raising the dispute. It is also obvious that Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka allowed a Writ Petition 
of a similarly placed workman who was removed from service on the similar ground and the Writ Appeal thereon came 
to be dismissed. The 1 ''Party herein has mustered courage thereafter to raise present industrial dispute. At the same time 
one has to see through the plight of an illiterate workman who is thrown out of his livelihood in the midway of his life. 

10. Wherefore, this tribunal is of the considered opinion that the delay in raising the dispute shall not be an obstacle to 
set right the injustice caused on the illegal termination of the I party workman. 

11. Her reinstatement at this stage is out of question since she is aged more than 60 years as per her own contention. 
Considering the illegality of the termination and also the delay in raising the dispute in the considered opinion of this 
tribunal, lumpsum compensation of Rs. 50,000.00 would do complete justice in the matter. 

AWARD 

Reference is accepted. 2 nd Party is directed to pay lumpsum compensation of Rs. 50,000.00 to the I ''Party 
workman Smt. Narsamma within 60 days from the date of publication of award failing which the amount shall 
carry future interest @ 8% per annum. 

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and signed by me on 10 th April 2019) 

JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

Tf 6 TTf, 2019 

^T. 3*r. 747.—Rl fwr 1947 (1947 WT 14)#mrr 17% 4 U| Tf *R=bH 

iprf frRw PiHftd % WHcur % ffffwr #7 wr TTfrrff % #4" supr sr % 

% Vsfld 'HU’bK «P)+ TTt S5DT WTFUT, %rrgT % WTZ (wf WIT 33/2008) %t WtRTcT 

wft t %r WR %t 03.05.2019 %t W W3TT m 


[H. TET-29012/33/2008-3irt 3fTT (rrcr)] 
ft. %. ftWJ, 3RT 


New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 747. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 33/2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
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Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation the 
management of 

M/s Mysore Minerals Limited and their workmen which was received by the Central Government on 03/05/2019. 

[No. L-29012/33/2008-IR(M)] 

D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED :4 th APRIL 2019 

PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

C R No. 33/2008 


I Party 

Sri Sannaiah, 

S/o Late Sh. Rangappa, 

Hullenahalli, Agrahara Belaguli Post, Nuggehalli 
Hobli, 

ChannarayapatnaT aluk, 

HASSAN DIST. 

Appearances 

I Party : Shri K T GovindeGowda, Advocate II Party : Sh. T K Veda Murthy, Advocate 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide order No. L-29012/33/2008-IR(M) dated 02.04.2008 in exercise 
of the power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred as “The Act”) (14 of 1947) referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the termination of Shri Sannaiah by the management of Mysore Minerals Limited 
w.e.f. 26/2/2001 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. The case of the 1 st party workman is, he joined the service of the 2 nd Party on 02.08.1984 at its Mines Unit viz. Jambur 
Chromite Mines. While joining service he had furnished his age as 38 years i.e., date of birth being 02.08.1956 as per the 
horoscope maintained by his parents. Same date of birth is mentionedin all his statutory records, he was entitled to 
continue in service upto 02.08.2015. 

3. It is further stated, 2 nd Party subjected him to medical examination on 26.02.2001. They refused work to him, on the 
plea that he has reached superannuation age of 58 years, termination order is issued, he is unemployed and has a 
dependent family. The 2 nd Party officials obtained his signature on various applications and submitted his application to 
EPF authorities. They have terminated many of his co-workers. In one such case of the workman (Smt. K Dundamma 
vs. MML WP No. 5615/200KS-RES)) was reinstated with full back wages and continuity of service by the order of the 
Hon’ble High Court. Similar WP 2610/2001 with connected cases is also allowed on 01.06.2006. The 2 nd Party had not 
provided safety measures to work in the Mines. There was no proper working/service condition. During 1995 - 1996 
they entrusted some of the mining development works in Hassan District to some private contractors without following 
due process of law. Because of this transaction they faced administrative problems, there was no production and they 
suffered loss, ultimately they decided to terminate the workers illegally by resorting to so called medical examination 
during the year 1998. The medical examination was conducted by one MBBS Doctor but not by Doctor of Rank of 
Assistant Civil Surgeon as defined under rule 19(C) of mines act. He is terminated from service on the basis of Medical 
examination Report. Age certificate is issued by the Medical Officer summarily and in a blind manner. They have no 
right to refuse employment to him or to remove his name from the Muster Rolls in unilateral manner without following 
due process of law. Hence, prayer for a direction to reinstate the I ’’'Party workman retrospectively with continuity of 
service etc. 

4. The claim allegation is assailed by the 2 nd Party in its written statement on following lines; he had not produced any 
authenticated document regarding his date of birth, his alleged horoscope is concocted one. It is further contended that 
on the intervention of the employee’s union of the 2 nd Party the 1 st Party was subjected to medical examination and he 
was not allowed to work after 26.02.2001, since he had reached the age of superannuation. Medical Examination is 
conducted as per the mines rules 1955 and same does not affect any of the provisions of the mines rules. Delay in raising 
the dispute is not supported by any valid material. He is not entitled for any relief. He was relieved with all terminal 


II Party 

The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M G Road, 
BANGALORE - 560 001. 
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benefits after he attained the age of superannuation. He has not questioned the Medical report before the Appellate Board 
as prescribed under the Mines Rules 1955. 

5. Both parties have adduced their evidence, the workman has examined himself as WW 1 and produced documents 
Ex W-l to Ex W-5. On behalf of the 2 nd Party their Assistant Manager/MW 1 was examined. 

6. As such the 1 st Party workman is terminated from service w.e.f. 26.02.2001. Going by his version he would have 
reached superannuation of 58 years on 02.08.2015. For the purpose of statutory records like B Record, EPF and Record 
his date of birth was mentioned as 02.08.1956 on the basis of Horoscope provided by him. 

7. The 2 nd Party has its own certified standing orders i.e., MML (Officers and Employees) Conditions of Service, 
Conduct and Disciplinary Proceedings Rules: 

Rule /clause 18.0 pertaining to the age of superannuation reads thus: 

18.1 : Every Officer/ Employee of the Company shall attain the age of Superannuation on his reaching the age of 
58 years and shall retire from the services of the company. 

18.2 : The age and date of birth of the Officer/Employee as recorded in the records of the Company shall be the 
determining factor for retirement. 

18.3 : A change in the date of birth as entered in the Company records can only be affected on a Judgement of a 
Competent Court. Except on a Judgement of a Court the date of birth once recorded will not be changed at the 
request of the Officer/ Employee under any Circumstances. 

Termination further is governed by Rule 24 which reads thus 

“Rule/Clause 24.0-Termination : 

24.1 : The Services of a permanent officer/Employee can be terminated either by the company or by the 
Officer/Employee himself by issue of three month’s notice, or payment of three month’s salary in lieu of such 
notice. 

24.2 : A resignation tendered by an Officer/Employee would become final on its acceptance by the company. 
However, where the Management finds it expedient, it may refuse to accept the resignation in which event the 
relation of employer-employee between the parties continues to subsist.” 

8. The 2 nd party neither changed the date of birth which was accepted earlier nor did they conduct any disciplinary action 
for submitting wrong date of birth. It is also a fact, at that point of time there was mass termination on the ground of 
either overage or medically unfit or temporary unfit condition. They have not obtained permission for such 
termination/retrenchment as warranted by Section 25N(1) of ID Act. Ex W - 1 is the copy of the medical certificate 
which is identified by MW 1. It is certified to the extent that he appears to be 55 years plus of age. For taking such 
opinion except for clinical examination, they have not subjected him to Radiological examination. 

9. He is a manual worker, not knowing intricacy of legal procedure. For not challenging the medical certificate before 
Appellate Authority due to ignorance shall not give advantage over him to the 2 nd Party Management. Wherefore, the 
termination of the 1 st Party on the ground of attaining superannuation is illegal and cannot be sustained. Ofcourse, there 
is delay of more than 7 years in raising the dispute. It is also obvious that Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka allowed a 
Writ Petition of a similarly placed workman who was removed from service on the similar ground and the Writ Appeal 
thereon came to be dismissed. The 1 ’’'Party herein has mustered courage thereafter to raise present industrial dispute. At 
the same time one has to see through the plight of an illiterate workman who is thrown out of his livelihood in the 
midway of his life. 

10. Wherefore, this tribunal is of the considered opinion that the delay in raising the dispute shall not be an obstacle to 
set right the injustice caused on the illegal termination of the I party workman. 

11. The reinstatement at this stage is out of question since he is aged more than 60 years as per his own contention. 
Considering the illegality of the termination and also the delay in raising the dispute in the considered opinion of this 
tribunal, lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac would do complete justice in the matter. 

AWARD 

Reference is accepted. 2 nd Party is directed to pay lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac to the I ‘’'Party workman 
Sh. Sannaaiah within 60 days from the date of publication of award failing which the amount shall carry future 
interest @8% per annum. 

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and signed by me on 4 th April 2019) 

JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 
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#f##, 6#, 2019 

TO. 3IT. 748 . — 3f|#Ri + fTOTO srf&l, 1947 (1947 TO 14)# SIFT 17% sertto if+#4 IMF 
ip# ff#ETFT f# f#4# % #sr# % f#fR# 3# TO% +4+1 O' % #T 3T#ST % f#TO 3#frf#7 

f#TP? ir +#4 TW 3j)#R[ + 3T#TOTO T# ^PT -4 MM 4, TOPJT % TO (#'4 HW 53/2012) # 3TTOf#T 
TP# 1###T JR+R # 03.05.2019 # WT f3ff «TTI 

[t. TFT-43011/1/2012-3# SIR (TTTT)] 
#. TO f##J, 3RR ##T 


New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 748. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 53/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Jaipur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Hindustan Zinc Limited and their workmen which was received by the Central Government on 
03/05/2019. 


[No. L-43011/1/2012-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

3Fpfer 

#.#.3#.# yroroi %. 53/2012 

Reference No. L-43011/1/2012-IR (M) dt.:-OHM-2012 
OHM-2019 

TOFT TST 3TTO 4l TOlf#TcT #1 fT T 41 REE# T3TO PJFfTePf % 3TT#T # 44#d #T TRTJcl # 11 RFpfPl 
TOT TOFTTePT PTTOTOT, TOT S.B. C.W. Pet. No. 8007/12 fT#TOTFT f#T #. TOTFT #PPT 3# #TOT <4 3R1 4 
3TO TOff#T f# dlRl+134 % TO§T ## 3TT#T # #-#T #7# % WET TT TOT # # # TORT TOFT# 

#1 

?PT 311# 4 HU# TOT TOFTOPT TO ?PT f#TT TORT 4 TOFT PTTOR TO Rdi+ 04.04.2012 # #4% 
3Mf# f#TT TO. L-43011/1/2012-IR (M) % TO# 4 PlMl'Rbd 3T#TOT TORT f#TT t 

"The reference order dated 26.7.2010 and 4.4.2012 are in itself illegal in so far as there was no 
retrenchement or terminations of the workmen, who had opted for the benefits under the voluntary retirement 
scheme.Therefore the terms of reference are hereby quashed and set-aside." 

IRT TOf# 3TT#T % 3FRTR iRT 3lf#TOT # IHHiRd TOT sMf# f#TO, TTOJcT: #T T P# % 3#TOT 4 
#1 TOTO TOT t TOT 3FTTTOT TO f#TT TOT t-##/ ?TO 3#TOT TO 4# 3#f4#R ?TO reference 4 f#TT TOPT1 
TTTOT #1 'TOT 11 3Tcl: TO TORT #1 1TOR TOdf# f#TT TOTcTT 11 PTTOTP # TOT 17 (l) 3Mf#b f#TO 
3#f#FT #3FT#T TITO# q TOFF# #FT f#TT 3# | TORT f##T 4 TO#feFT # T 3Tf4#TOTOP 4 TOT # I 

TOTT 4TO d#4l, 4ldKfM 3lf#7# 


#f##, 6#, 2019 

+T. SIT. 749 .— 3fr#f# f#TT 3Tf##rTT, 1947 (1947 TO 14)# SIFT 17 % SFjFRR % ##T TOPER 

4# tor# si## 3 # % to##t % 7 # f#nro# 3 # to% +4+1 <1 % #+ 3pj#r % f## 

3i1#R)+ froro % ##4 toper 3fl#R)+ 3rf#EPW t# tor -mi-mh-m- 1, fro# % ttr (#"4 wtt 93/2016) 
# TTTOf#J TO# I # ##T 7RTOT # 03.05.2019 # WT f 3TT 4TI 

pf. #-16025/4/2019-3# SIR (ttit)] 

#. %. ft#J, 3TTO ## 
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New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 749. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 93/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Airport Authority of India and their workmen which was received by the Central Government on 
03/05/2019. 

[No. Z-l 6025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No.l, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI. 

ID No. 93 of 2016 

General Secretary, 

Indian Airports Kamgar Union (IAKU), 

Through its General Secretary, 

Qr No.B-140 Pocket A, INA Colony, 

New Delhi. ... Work me n/C I ai man f 

Versus 

The Chairman, 

Airports Authority of India, 

Rajiv Gandhi Bhawan, 

Safdarjang Airport, 

New Delhi 110003. ...Management/Respondent 


AWARD 

This Award shall dispose of a complaint preferred by the workmen under Section 33-A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act (hereinafter referred to as “the Act’’). Briefly stated facts of the case as pleaded in the complaint are that 
the working hours of the employees of International Airports Authority of India which were fixed in the year 1972 and in 
respect of employees of National Airports Authority was fixed in the year, were from 9-30 AM to 5-30 PM and this 
continued to be so even after formation of Airports Authority of India in the year 1995. Management issued a circular 
No.02 of 2012 dated 17/1/2012 whereby employees were sought to be prematurely retired on attaining the age of 50 
years, on the ground of inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the ground of medical unfitness. The workmen/Union 
raised an industrial dispute and the Appropriate Government vide order dated 19/2/2014 referred the dispute before the 
Tribunal for adjudication which was registered as 39 of 2014. It is pleaded that during pendency of aforesaid dispute, the 
Management issued a circular No. 1/2016 dated 6.1.2016 whereby working hours of the non-operational staff has been 
changed from 9-30 AM to 6-00 PM (with half an hour lunch break from 1-30 PM to 2.00 PM) instead of 9-30AM to 
5-30 PM, which act of the Management is stated to be illegal, unjust and bad in law because as per provisions of Section 
42(2)(b) and 43 of the Airport Authority of India, following three pre-conditions as imposed by the Legislature, for any 
rules and regulations to be made under the Act, were effective :- 

(i) Prior approval of the Central Govt. 

(ii) Notification in the official gazette 

(iii) Laying of the rules and regulations before each House of Parliament and agreement or disagreement of 
both the Houses of Parliament for making or not making the rules & regulations. 

It is stated that without taking prior permission of the Tribunal/Labour Court, the impugned circular dated 6-1-2016 
regarding change in working hours, has been issued by the Management and same is in utter violation of Section 33 of 
the Act. Even otherwise, the impugned circular has been issued without any notice as required under Section 9-A of the 
Act and as such the said circular is void ab initio. The workmen/Union made a representation dated 14/3/2016 to the 
Management, asking to withdraw the circular dated 6/1/2016 but to no response. Hence, prayer has been made for 
passing an Award, holding that the circular dated 6/1/2016 regarding change of working hours for non-operational duties 
of the staff from 9-30 AM to 5-30 PM to 9-30 to 6 PM as illegal, arbitrary and in violation of Section 33 read with 
Section 9-A of the Act and for directing the Management to restore the working hours as 9-30 AM to 5-30PM and pay 
over-time wages for the period worked by the workmen in excess by 30 minutes. 

2. Management has resisted the claim of the Workmen Union and filed written statement, taking preliminary objections 
that the complaint under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable inasmuch as no conditions of service have been 
changed to the prejudice of the workmen and that the present complaint does not even remotely relates to the disputes in 
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ID No.39 of 2014 pending before the Tribunal. The complainant Union under the garb of present complaint has sought to 
challenge the Airport Authority of India (General Conditions of Service & Remuneration of Employees) Regulation, 
2003 which were duly formulated under Section 42 of the Airports Authority of India Act and as such, this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to adjudicate the validity of regulations 2003 duly formulated under the Act. It is alleged that the present 
complaint is misuse of the process of law and that the Complainant Union has not approached with clean hands. It is 
also alleged that the working hours of the organization have been changed in accordance with law and after following the 
procedure and in accordance with powers conferred by Section 42 of Airport Authority of India Act, 1994 and Airport 
Authority of India (General Conditions of Service & Remuneration of Employees) Regulation, 2003 framed thereunder. 
It is prayed that present complaint under Section 33-A is not maintainable and that complainant Union is not entitled to 
any relief. 

3. Rejoinder was filed on behalf of the workman/claimant, whereby the case as set up in the claim petition has been 
reiterated and allegations made in the written statement have been denied. 

4. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed on 21/12/2016 

(i) Whether the complaint under Section 33-A of the ID Act is not maintainable and this Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction to try the matter as alleged ? 

(ii) Whether circular No. 1/2016 dated 6/1/2016 is arbitrary and illegal as alleged ? 

(iii) Relief 

5. The Claimant Union in support of its case examined Shri GA. Rudrappa, General Secretary as WW1 who tendered 
his affidavit Ex.WWl/A & relied on the documents Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/14, whereas Management examined one 
Shri Rajiv Duggal, Deputy General Manager (HR) who tendered his evidence by way of affidavit Ex.MWl/A alongwith 
authority letter Ex.MWl/1. 

6 . I have heard Shri K.K. Aggarwal, A/R for the workmen Union and Ms. Neha Bhatnagar, A/R for the Management 
and have gone through the records carefully. My findings on the above issues are as followsw. 

Issue No.l and 2 : 

7. Both these issues being inter-related are taken up together and the same can be disposed of by common discussion. 

8 . During the course of arguments, learned A/R for the workmen Union strenuously argued that the circular No. 1/2016 
dated 6/1/2016 whereby working hours for General shift/non operational staff were increased by half an hour i.e. from 
9.30 AM to 5.30 PM, to 9.30 AM to 6.00 PM,, has been issued during pendency of similar dispute (bearing ID No. 39 of 
2014) without prior approval of the Tribunal/Labour Court as required under Section 33(l)(a) of the Act and same has 
been done without any monetary benefits to the workmen, which caused prejudice to the interest of workers inclusive of 
members of Workmen Union. He also submitted that the Management has violated the provisions of Section 9-A of the 
Act for changing the existing service condition of the employees by increasing working hours and change in time, 
without giving notice to the workmen and the claimant Union. He placed reliance on the decision of Hon’ble Apex 
Court in the case of Lokmat Newspapers P. Ltd. Ys. Shankar Prasad, 1999 II CLR 433, to stress that a notice under 
Section 9-A of the Act was required to be issued by the employer, prior to the altering the service conditions of the 
workers. 

9. Per contra, learned A/R for the Management argued that the present complaint under Section 33-A of the Act is not 
maintainable inasmuch as subject matter of the complaint in question and the pending reference are not connected and 
are all together different and independent of each other and therefore, the provisions of Section 33 of the Act are not 
attracted. He also contended that the working hours of the organization have been changed in accordance with law and 
after following the procedure and in accordance with powers conferred by Section 42 of Airport Authority of India Act, 
1994 and Airport Authority of India (General Conditions of Service & Remuneration of Employees) Regulation, 2003 
framed thereunder. As such, the present complaint under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable and same be 
dismissed. 

10. At the outset I may mention that Section 33 of the Act clearly provides that during pendency of the proceedings 
either before the Conciliation Officer or Labour Court or Industrial Tribunal, no employer shall alter or change the 
conditions of service of the workman without written permission/approval from the authority before which such 
proceedings are pending. In case of contravention of the provisions of Section 33 by any employer, aggrieved employee 
has been given a right to make a complaint in writing under Section 33-A of the Act before the Authority before whom 
such proceedings were pending at the time of retrenchment/discharge etc. of the workman. 

11. It is fairly settled that where Section 33 of the Act is contravened by the Management during the pendency of 
proceedings, any employee aggrieved by such contravention has a right to file a complaint against such contravention 
which is to be adjudicated as a dispute in accordance with the provisions of the Act. The Legislature in its wisdom has 
made Special Provision under Section 33-A of the Act, for adjudication as to whether conditions of service, etc. of the 
employees were changed during pendency of proceedings. Under Section 33(l)(a) of the Act, no employer is entitled to 
alter the conditions of service of the workers which are subject matter of the pending disputes. This Section, thus, 
provides protection to a workman, provided an industrial dispute is pending and alteration in the service condition is with 
regard to any matter connected with the dispute and such alteration is prejudicial to his interest. For invoking violation 
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of Section 33(l)(a) of the Act, what is to be considered is whether the particular matter in regard to which the 
complaint of alteration of service is made, is one which can be said to be connected with an industrial dispute 
which is already pending. It is only where the alteration effected by the employer and the dispute pending before 
the Tribunal is connected, then the said Section comes into play. If the alteration of conditions of service is not 
connected with the subject matter of the pending dispute, the workman would not be entitled to the protection of 
Section 33(l)(a) of the Act. To this view I am fortified by the decision of our own High Court in the case of 
M/s Richa & Company Vs. Suresh Chand W.P. (C) No. 10744/2006 and other cases - decided on 12/9/2008). 

12. It is worthwhile to mention here that as against a circular No.02 of 2012 dated 17/1/2012 regarding premature 
retirement of workers on attaining the age of 50 years, on the ground of inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the 
ground of medical unfitness, issued by the Management, an industrial dispute bearing ID No.39 of 2014 by the workmen 
Union was raised, as the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour vide order dated 19/2/2014 had referred the dispute for 
adjudication before this Tribunal and the terms of reference of the said dispute were as follows which is also evident 
from document Ex.MW1/W-3 

“Whether the action of the Management of Airports Authority of India in making compulsory retirement of 

employees on the basis of AAI circular No.02/2012 dated 17.1.2012 on premature retirement is legal ? If not, 

what relief the workmen are entitled to?” 

It is, thus, evident that the term of reference of the dispute/s pending before the Tribunal was pertaining to premature 
retirement of workers on attaining the age of 50 years, on the ground of inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the 
ground of medical unfitness. However, the alteration in conditions of service allegedly brought about by the 
Management vide circular dated 6/1/2016 (Ex. WW1/1) is about review/increase of working hours of the workmen, to 
be more precise that the working hours for non operational duties were changed from 9.30 AM to 5.30 PM, to 9.30 AM 
to 6.00 PM. To my mind, a change in work timings can not be said to be a matter connected with the pending disputes 
ID No.39 of 2014 which pertains to premature retirement of workers on attaining the age of 50 years, on the ground of 
inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the ground of medical unfitness. As such, the present complaint under Section 
33-A of the Act is not maintainable and liable to be dismissed. 

12. There is another aspect of the matter. Section 33(2)(a) of the Act gives a right to the employer to alter the conditions 
of service of a workman, in regard to any matter not connected with the pending industrial dispute, which were 
applicable to him immediately before the commencement of the proceedings in respect of that industrial dispute, 
provided such alteration has been made in accordance with the standing orders applicable to the concerned workman or 
where there are no such standing orders, in accordance with the terms of contract whether express or implied, between 
the employer and the workman. The proviso that has been appended to Section 33(2) applies only to clause (b) of 
Section 33(2) of the Act and not to clause (a) thereof. So, if the alteration has been brought about in accordance with the 
standing orders or the terms of contract between the employer and the workman, then no prior approval of the 
Tribunal is required. Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Lord Krishna Textile Mills Vs. its Workmen, AIR 1961 
SC 860, with respect of provisions of Section 33(2)(a) of the Act had held as under 

“....It is obvious that in cases of alteration of conditions of service falling under Section 33(2)(a) no such 

approval is required and the right of the employer remains unaffected by any ban.” 

In Strawboard Mfg. Co. Ys. Gobind, LLJ Vol.II 1962 it was held that sub section 2(a) of Section 33 of the Act on the 
other hand, gives power to the employer to alter any conditions of service not connected with the dispute and this the 
employer can do without approaching at all the Tribunal where the disputes may be pending. 

13. As mentioned above, alteration in conditions of service allegedly brought about by the Management vide circular 
dated 6/1/2016 (Ex. WW1/1) is relating to review/increase of working hours of the workmen and the same was not a 
matter connected with the pending disputes ID No.39 of 2014 relating to premature retirement of workers on attaining 
the age of 50 years, on the ground of inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the ground of medical unfitness. Case of the 
Management is that working hours for non operational staff have been changed in accordance with law and after 
following the procedure and in accordance with powers conferred by Section 42 of Airport Authority of India Act, 1994 
and Airport Authority of India (General Conditions of Service & Remuneration of Employees) Regulation, 2003 framed 
thereunder. Perusal of the record shows that WW1 G.A. Rudrappa, General Secretary of the Workmen Union has 
admitted that under Section 42(4) of Airport Authority of India Act, 1994, Airport Authority of India has got powers to 
frame regulations but he volunteered that for that prior approval of the Govt, is required. He also admitted that 
notification dated 23/5/2003 (Ex.MWl/W-1) was published in the Gazette. 

14. It is fairly settled that Sub-Section 2(a) of Section 33 of the Act gives power to the employer to alter any conditions 
of service not connected with the dispute and this the employer can do without approaching at all the 
Tribunal/Court where the dispute may be pending. 

15. It is, thus, apparent that the dispute (ID No. 39 of 2014) pending before the Tribunal pertaining to compulsory 
retirement at the age of 50 years on the ground of inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the ground of medical 
unfitness, was not connected to dispute about review/increase of working hours. 

16. Having regard to the ratio of aforesaid rulings and the facts of this case, this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold that 
there is no violation of Section 33(l)(a) of the Act as the subject matter involved regarding the working hours/timings of 
the workmen was/is different & distinct from the subject matter of pending dispute concerning compulsory retirement. 
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Therefore, the circular bearing No. 1/2016 dated 6/1/2016 regarding review/increase of working hours of the non- 
operational staff can be held to be arbitrary or illegal. Consequently, both these issues are decided against the Workmen 
Union and in favour of the Management. 

Relief 

17. In view of my findings on issue No.l and 2 above, it is held that the claimant/Workmen Union is not entitled to any 
relief and the claim petition is dismissed, however, with no orders as to costs. Award is passed accordingly. 

Dated : 12/4/2019 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


6*rt 2019 


3IT. 750. —3fliTlPR f#IT4 4pxf444, 1947 (1947 44 14)# STITT 17 # STJHTW # 7R44T 

## sff ## PiP i# % MsrM % PPm# #t 44% % #4 3Eftsr 4 Prf# afNfrP# fMrnr 4 

VsTI-m fir 3114 'iPt. ^TUTf^nT w aur -mi-mh-m, stMt % w wtt 06/2017) # ttttPet tt# 
t # 4## 7TT44T # 03.05.201 9 44 4T4 f 34 471 

[7T. %4-16025/4/2019-34f 34T (rrcr)] 


ft. %. fM#, ST4T Hf#T 


New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 750. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 06/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ajmer now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Shree Cement Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
03/05/2019. 


[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)] 


D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


3Tg#I 

m WJlilldil T4 3Mf#4 4IT4TPl4R4, 344# (7440) 
4ldl4H 3lfft44ft-aft T7T.T4. #17 , 3TRT4.4f.T7T 


TIW1 WIT #3TT#f3TT7 4. 06/2017 
7ft 3# TTT 4. 27/17 


aft 3474f# Pl7frf#n 54 aft 4^44## fftl7Ttfft4T TJTTfrT 7T4PJ4 pMlftl ^OTTO PPPhc* ddftlcH #444 pTeTT 344# 
5Tcl pMlft) 4IT74T 7474 41 4T7T, Poftftf 7T5, ^454 4175 7T7T ddlftcH #K U I pTeTT TTcft (7470) 


-TTsft 


44T4 

1. aft 44141 314447, 44144441, aft 7ft# felf#5, 4#7T 7171, ddftlei #dK u l fftleTT 4Tcft, 

2. aft 44141 #74, 7ftfft47 4T#T #ft#, aft 7ft# felf#5, #4# 7T7T ddlftcH #1174 f#7T 4Teft, 

3. aft 71714 #4T, 7ftf#17 4T#T #ft# #PcH), aft 7ft# felf#5, 4145447, "54147 f#4 344# (7470), 

4. aft 7J#T44 7JSJT7, 7ftf#T7 41#! Ml#, aft 7ft# felf#5, 4145447, 54147 f#4 344# 


■314Tsff44 
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ftftfft-lfcr 


01ft ft 31ft ft : ft 577 31^10001 

310Tft c|?r 3lt7 ft: 6ft 3H7.ft. ftft (sifftlftftT) ftfclfpftr 


-: 3T0lft :- Pdlft 18.3.2019 


1. 0Tft 0171 SlftTsffftTft ft fftS0 310ft) ftdft 3001 0e)0 3lft00 ftTTT 2 0 3 MP 0 fftlft 3lfftfp00 1947 fftlft 
10.7.2017 ft 0750 017 0710 3lfftftftft fftft 0 ft t fft ftft 5 ft 0l40lfl) Pft |0 6 ft 00 ft fftft ft ftfftft fc70 
5fftft-3, 0T00 007, 70107 077T fftftift 28.10.2006 ftftrftftfftqftfftqftft ftiftft 7 ^ ^ <R fftjfftl 
M 0 M "4ft 0ft I UTsft ft Pdft 31.10.2007 ft Pyfftd 00 fftlT 741 I Pdft 01.05.2010 77 0 ^M'Tl 000ft ft 
0 Tft ft 0 «lft| ft c^cftlRldd ^ 4^47 Pi y Rid ftlftftft 017ft I|0 7FTWRH e)ft7 fftftT 01 29.4.2008 ft ftftft 
fftftT 00T 0SfT 0lft 07 07^7807 6 ft ftftfe felfftftft, ftlTft 7T71 fftcTT 0Teft 777T 00T | 0 lft ft 3 ftft TOl# 
ft fftft fttuft 00 ft fftn 0 hi^P j i 00 ft fftft uPfftfte ftro 0 ft eft Tift fftftT 00 T fftftj 07 ft 300^7 

07 fftftT TTTTcTT SIT I 0T8ff ft 0*4 ft) ft PyPd ft TqftTft c701cTT7 8 ftft 0 07171 k|0))<ft7 3T)4ft7 ft 770 0 
01 ftf 07ft ft 0 Tft ft 0lft71 ft ftftft ftftTfft ft ft I P17H0I 7Mft)4 375 ft Pfftc7HM4, 6007 ft ftlM 
f31) ftp 307 ft ftcTMTc) 11 0Tft 0T7T ft Tftft ft ftfti!McH ftTl ftft) ft 080 01071 3lfftc) 07ft T|ft ft 50010 
0ft 07ft ft 0Tft ft 070ft MW ft 50010 ft ftrr qft ft 0710 ft 0 ft 0 qjft qft ft 0 Tjsi 0 07 ft 0T 0071 
00 feT0T 0ft 07001 sftft) M^IH fftftT Tift c70T I 007 0T 01c7) ftftT 07ft, 6000 ft Slfftl 77010 07ft, 
007 0T ^Tlft 0 Tftft ftft Tlftft ft 000 ftRilH ft 01cft, 000 fftft 01407 ft 070 fftftft 6 lfft 0 ft 0 ft 
ftft 30fft Tlfftl 0000 54 ft 0 0 ft 00 0 ft 31000 077000 00 fftl^ fft0T70 0 ftt fftl 0 I 0 TH 0 ft 0 ft 00 ft fft 0 f 0 
io.o2.2oi6 ft 0Tftf 0 07f0ftr ft 07rft 0 30ft 00ft 00 fte ftq 0770 fft0 001 P-110 09.03.2016 ft 0sft 0ft 
fft0 fftrftf ^ft 7J00T ft 0707 ftel ft 00 07T0 ft0T0S00 057 fft0 0ft ft0T0S[0057 u T 0ft 7J00 0sft 0ft qft ft 
0 fttfcTTT ftft 0 070T 077 ft I 7T0f7fftft ft 00 00 0S0 00 ft 00007Tft fftft fft 0sft 00 7800070 
50f00T ft 7T057 (757ft7T00) fft727 007lft 0 077 fft0T | 0sft ft 0TT007fft ftft 07 ft0T00407 u l 0 7800070 
00 0ft 00007 0 00 0ft fft^5 0ft fftr 0 ft 07[ft 07 \3Mft-STcT ftft fftlT 00T | 3T0Ts|f 07f0ft ft 0sft 00 
fftftftcl fftftftR t 007 3ftftfft07 fft0T0 3lfftfft00 ft 3llftllrH0 0T0STlftf 0ft 01700 0ft 077 01# 0ft fftfft 
fft750 clftft ft ft001Sf07 077 fft0T I ft0T t JSI07 017ft ft ftft 0T ft 07lft fft750 0fft ft 0770ft 0ft 3fl7 01 ft 
70ftt0700 0T0T 3fl7 01 ft 0010 TTftTT ft?l 017ft 00 00717 fft0T I 6lfft07 fftftl ft07 0ft mRc||Rc6 0fftft>lfft ft 
0070 47 fft0 010 750010170 700 017 ftft 00ft7S177 07 00171 ft fel0T I 0Tsft ft 7100101 670 3T0J00, ftftftf 
670 fft0T0, 300ft7 ft 7706-T 7I0ftldl 017T1 fft010 07^71 fft00 I 007 STinftftFl ft 0ft 07 01010 0ft ftft 3fR 
STjqftsicl 70ft 07 ftftftf 670 30500, 370ft7 ft 00FT 00 Tllft 017 670 -0I0M0 ftft sMfftftl ^Tf0lfft0170, 
370ft7 ft 71067 00170 0107 017ft 00 7J5110 fftftl I 310 0 ftlftftl 0ft ftft t fft fftwjTTN 0Hft0lftl 0ft 01lft I 

2. 3T0IsftftT0 0ft 3T>7 ft 000 0ftft 0lftftl00 00 01010 0750 017 0710ft 00017 3T7ftt0H7 017ft ^ft 3lfft000 fftft 

t fft 0Tsff 6ft TftftS 7171 ft0Hft ftft 0770 Tlftfftft 7010 0 01lft70 7011 000 ft01lft 007ftef ftdK u l fftcTT 01cft 
0 R-S10 t ftf fft 07)057 fftft010 ft 3lftf0 11 5c70 37Pf017ft ftft 7101001 670 3TT500, ftftftf, 370lft7 ft 0171 
2—ft 000 000 fft010 $1 ^0101770 0 0750 017ft 0ft 005ft! 577 0ft 11 000 fft0T0 0Tcft fftft ft 7lftfft0 

ftft ft 00170 0ft 5001ft 0100 ft0lfft007 ftft 11 0isft 0771 001ft 00 0lfs70 fftftlft 07)057 0 fft-10 670 
^00070 ftft sftftlfftftl '070lRl017 n l, 071057 0171 ft fftftfa fftl07 00 710101 t Tift 07107 ftftlfftW t I 
717077 0171 670 -4I4M4 00 sftftftftfl ^0T0Tfft0170, 77057 0ft 7S0007 0lft 0ft 5ft 0ft 00 5^f t fftft TTRjft 
7077-snft 00 ftftlfft0117 tl 310: 5770 Slfftmft ftft 7101001 670 30500, 377017 0171 0lfsl0 fftftlft 0ft 000 
^0101^10170 01 70570 ft ft70 ftUftT WJlftlRld t I 00ftft) 0ft 71057 ftlllft 0ft 375ftTftT 07 300sff 00ftftl ft 7171 
ftnft ft 7fftfft0 ftft^Tl ft 0Hft70 6ft 3070fft0 fftftlfft01, 6ft fftl00700 ftft 6ft 70ftfftft0 5^7 0ll 310Tsft ft 
0107070 37lft?l fftTft 06.02.2016 ft Tftfftft 570 0001 ft 71057 T0HKlRd 017 fft0T 00T ftft 71057 ft 
Slfftmft 0lt 7jfft0 017 fft0T I 0Tsft 0771 fftftftH 18.2.2016 01) ft01 00 ftft)0 017 07lft 000 70100070 ft 0sftl 
0ft 0eftfe0 017 ftftcTT 0ft ftftnft ftft ft 15 0lft 001 05ft nftftft ftft 017 0lft ft 01S0T fftft | 70ST ft ftft 
00017 ftft ft 0750 fftftT fftfTT 07 0Tft ft 0707617 ftft ft I 310Tftf 00ftft ft 70757 ftft^Tl ft 000 Slfftmft 
0171 fftftn 17.03.2016 0ft 7171 fftl0 ftft^Tl ft ftfftft 00T00ST01 01I 001 00 fftraT ftftl fftmft 0171 ftftfft 

ft fft fftft 3 cqRdft 0lt TSIHI'dRd fftftT ftftl sq ftTlft fftft ft Tftftrfft? 5ft7 0171 ft 
TSlTftTftTfft) TSfTft 07 00fftftrl ft ft^ I 000 0ft ft 0lfft) ft 00010 310Tft 0ftftft ft 0ft ftftft 23.03.2016 
0171 0)ft ft 7jfft0 fftftT ftftl fft ftftft 0171 TSIHI-dRd TSflft 07 ft0fftftft ftft ft 0^ 0Sfl ^ fftlftl 09.02. 
2016 ft 7707077 3150fft=I0 077 7% 11 000 00 0171 0TS?f ft 5ft: Rdldd ft 0^ fft 0? 48 ftft ft ft)07 
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gTRg/7 ft Rgf#TR R# RTg# gR RRgfft-ST# # gp# ft R#R gg##Rg ftft | gT# RTR RgR gR # 414^4 
gTRg/T f#TR ftggft ft Rg### R# # I RgT# RTR gR #RTgT 29.3.2016 R gT# gft Vjf^lcT f#RT f# gig# 
RgR gR #RTgT 23.3.2016 # 414^4 # Rg### R# # t R RR #RT RgRg # RRT#g7R gRT R Rggf#TR 

ReT g# t gR f#R# Re# RK RTR f^RTT RRT f# RR RT# RTgft gft ^R5g> # R# 11 gT# RTR #f#RR 

RgR gftgT if ftr rt# fftrRT rttrt g# gR f#R wr gg gT# H>i4vd sit r# r# g##f if rr# Rieigft # 
fefg 3iKIH4l4cb 4ldld,gfte1d gftftR 4, fftfgTR f# g## RTefRT g# gJgfaTR R gRgR 4ldlHV u l if R7# RTgft 4 I 
RTST # Rgg Rgg gg gTR#R R#RTfM # gRTgSTg RR g#aFT 3TRT# RTR 3Tgft RlRhoHI 3T#RR# RTR 
Tjfftf#1R f#gT |RTT Sg gR gT^RT # #gftf # 3gJgR gT^RT if ggftgg R# gfftgft gg ftf#R7R (ggg 
g#aFT) gRTgT RTTRT tl #T# RI4#cN RTRgR 3ggT ggpR gTg># # gRT 3TRcftgTR/RT# fW RTTRT tl 
3TRT# RT g#RT if g#R 455 ~<gfftR Pl4lRgd t fftTgfft efggg 108 R*gg RggftRg # gR gg RgftgR t1 gTftoR 
gftft ggft 4tgr4 Rtf t rtT f# gTftRg if rt# grgft r tf# tfi gT# rtr gR# gR srgft gg #rtrt 18.2.2016 
gRT gg RTTftg f#RT ggT f# gR gftsTR Rg R gTgeR gft #g# t1 gRR gft RR# gR R5# iff RgR gggg 
g^t ftTgTTgR ggsjRT Tg^ ^g gjff g^t g^ I gTsff gRT TR# RgTRTRRg ^ gggTR ^f gT^RT g^t grfsTR ffgT^ 
g5t gTggff g^f g^ 11 gFTR gg ggTRTg, gfgR STfSff^Tgg ^ 3TJRR gRgg f^gT RTRT TgT t gg gR gTT g, 
^gg ^ RTST gfrlgTg RgT RTRT t ftRT TTTsff gRT 3Tg4 RRJgf gg^ggR ^ ^tRg f%gT %4f TRR gg gcRTR 
^ STg f^gT RTRT TgT 11 RgTg if gftggg g^gg f%g RT^ RRRf if Rgg RRTTgg ggg^f gRT ftgfRcT 
gRg gRg a-TgRT 60 RT R R^fgT gRg g^f gR rtrj f I eTTggRTR gg 34f$fR gg?g gTg t 3TR: RRR 
if cHI^HRlH gRT Rgg gsg gftggg ^ gtgg gpf gg cHI^HrIh gg^ Rgg Rag gftggg ^ ^RTg ggf gg 

eTT^gRtg gg f%RRg gT gt gR^ feTg RRR g> RTef gtgf TRg) 6—6 gg g?T T 4s d J l I "^T g^ "t I 

cHI^HRH ^ f%RRTg gf^ R RgTfclg RfRTt gTT RgRT gR^ g> feTg gTR gRT f%RT RTRT t cTf1% ggf if f%R^ 
cHI^HRld g^T gvgg R gTlf gTgRT RT gT I gTsff ^ gg^gggf ^ ^fRg gTff ^4f RRgT Rgg Rgg g^f g€T I gR 
Rgg if RRR g^T ggg4f KOMATSU gRT RgTR 27.5.2013 gTl ggT gg 4f gf4T f^TT gRT f^TR^ 3TTRR gg 
STgTsff ggg4f if RTg^ggg 3TTgT ggjRT #g€T grf gjf^Tg f^RT I Rgaff $ gsggTgRR g^T RlggR^ Rgaff RTR grT 
aft gRTJ gffgggTgR RgTgT 9.2.2016 R 3TgffsKRT Rg R STJgftsTR ggft eFTT f^Tg# gTgR if RgR RgR gg 
gTsft gft gJRgT 4T gf I 3Msft gRT aMfftgT ftgTg STfSrf^TRg gft fftgft iff RRT gg RgRRg gff f%RT gRT 11 
gTsft gRT Rg gT#f •Jft gTSTg g^f f^TRT gRT t f% gg# gRT # gSggTgRR ggR gR# RTRR g# ggftgT# gft 
# gf# gTsft gRT RTgfRgR #gT# gft 3TTR #gR gS-IHIMRd Rgg gg VgTgfifg g# # # f#g# fefg 
ggR gTsft #T#gR tl RgTRgT Rg 3TPJgR # RgR RgTsft gRT Rgft gg ftgfgT 20.7.2016 # R^ft ftgRR 
f#g4r gg^R gft gf sft | f#R gg #R #g fftgT tf Rgg 3T#ggft gRT ggRT gR RT# gR #RT gRT gg 
RRgg gRTTg RTg#R ^RTRTRR gRT g# f#RT RT RgRT 11 3TR ft Rg# gRT gJRK 3T#ggft gg RRTRgT Rg 
RUJgR, RRftg gRT aMfftgT fftgTg 3T##Rg 1947 gft RTR 2-g # RgR RT# ggRT gR ftgfgT 21.9.2018 gg 
gT# ggftgTtf gRt gR #RT#ggg gtf gg gTsft # gfRR gft g# gTT 3T#ggft gtf t# gR gTSTg gRft ^g 

gtgifg RTR g#g gsliRvrl f#g R# gft gTsfgT gft 11 

3. RgR gaTggRg # R#gRgf gg RgegR RTTggfT # gSR gRg ftgfgT 10.01.2016 gft ^RTRTRR gRT PlHiRhd 
ftgTg fftgftR f#g gg:— 

1 . RTRT gTsft gft RgTsff gTg-Sgg gRT ftgfgT 9.3.2016 gft ftgT f#gft gJRgT # ggRg#R R gTg gTTRgR 
ftfsTgT gTgRTgf # RcRRg if gfgTgSTgT gR ftdl gRT? 

2. RTRT f# RgRgR ggRR gft ?R R#gRR gft ^RT#ggg g# t? 

3. RJRfg? 

4. gTsft ft Rg# gffegT ggaR if g Rg.1 RRRfftK f#RTftRT ggR gft gftfaTR gRRTRT gg g#g#R ggaR if 
gggf Rg.1 RRTRR Rg.22 ggR#R ggf#R gRgTg gg t I RgTsftgR ft Rg# #f#gT ggaR if gg g Rg. 
1 ggRT RRgTR, gg g Rg.2 # gft R#, gg g Rg.3 ^#g ^ggR gRgTR gft gftf#T gRgTRT RTRR 
g#g#R ggaR if gg# gg-1 RRTRR gg-5 gg gg# gg-10 RRTRR gg-12 ggRT#g ggf#R gRg# 
R# t I 

5. RgR R#R ^# R# I gT# gft 3lR R RR# gftgifg RTgT gftg # g#Rg # RTST R# gt t f# gT# 
R f#T#R g#fft#r#f ft R# fefRT RTRT SR f#g f#T#R gf#ft#r#f gft RgT# gfgSTTg gft RTggg# ft 
ftlRs|g> gft gg gft 4R RTRT f#4 RgT# gTgSgg gRT gftft gT#RT# g# gft g# | RgT# gR-STTR # 
R#gg# gT# R ^gfgRT gR# e# #g gT# gTT RSTTgftsTR RTRgR RgT# gR-STTR gRT Rgft gRR# ft 

# gR #RT gRT Rgf# ftgg gftft gSTHTRgR gR RSTRT R#R gT# gft R # f#TT RRT R # gJRRT # 
g# RT RgT# gfgSTTR gft ^ftfgRT gft TW gRT R ggR gRRT t I gT# # gSTTRTRgR gft ggftgT# 
^gfgRT ^#gT g# ft I RT# ft RTRftgRg RRgR RTR RTgR #g># gft # fftgft# gfftfft-ST## gft f#ggRR 

# # f#R gggR RgT# gfgSTTR # fftgRg R# ^ft f#Rgft R# fftg# gRTR# gg t I gSTTRTRRR gft 
gJRRT gT# gft ## R## R R# # R# R # RR #RgR RT#g RRTRT t ^gTRT ft# RTR ft#R# 
gRT t RH gW R# t I ?Rgft gftft ggftR RTR# RT RTR ggftg # R# t I gT# # RRT gSTggTRR R 
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s? E iff ETsff eR etR FEE ETER % | EE?f EE~1 ETsfET EH ETsff eR EHE ETsff ETET Re1l$ RTET EET % RlEE 
ETsff eR EETEHFHE eR HH0lR FtET EeelRsId t EETRt FETE FEHf eR WE EE FET^E ETeR R feTE RetR 
R WI ETEE HTFT ETETFT t fR FET EHTEHHEH eR HMEdR eR afl I STETaff ETTfsTET FTET 

ETH \j1 M0|'<1 Eiff sR HTEF R4 eR EWTf R 3ITHTH EE FEF F2HT eR Ricg Elff ETET EE ETETFT R I 
RRReEEET eR EEE fRRR E EEH E# feTEET |T3TT t fR R ETsff eR fRlEEEd EE STTERf t I FET EETH E EEEE 
STETsft ETWE SKI R RdT EET RtET EEHTF RR 0l4siR) Rf uR EE EET SKl STETsff ETEETE R fREHF ElR eR 
ERf I ETsff R SlReT EE EETETFHH E# fRHT EET ET I Re ciifRdR)' EE EETETFEH fRHT EHT ET I HF <jEtR 
ETcR eR Ft ETETET t I ETTEEThR RR R ETH R ETsff ETET EEHIdRd EETE EE ETtR EE EeR-EE eR RETH 
cH J lIdK SEJERsTE EFET FEtR ETET ETET EE 3TRi?EETE EtR ETtR HHH t sfft FET FEF ETsff ETET EEFF: ETET EE 

stReeete Rett eht t i srR R eef eR htet 25 eet eeteh e eTFj; eR RR t 1 we eRe-8tRt e ReR 

EEEE eR ETtE 3TTF5HET ER R sflH FET EEEE ETR eR EET RRf sRh eR FFETR ETT ETEtR t I ETR 

Retire R eeete Reetft eeftteRf e eR R, ReR etR eR eRRe R eR t e R feteR etR ettsh t 1 
fef stRehe eteR eteRet Re ee Rtf eteR ett Reet R etR ee R sit i etR htet R steR eRfRf Rtet 
eRe e shjRe R eMf eR Rett eet ti etR fRR eette R st^Re ett stRtettR eR t i fet ee 
WET eTE eR ReET 3TEFR fRR E WFE RRfRET fRlTE ETT R ^ETfRETTE RET EET 11 ERETcT Re EE EtR 
ETeR RtR R ETET EETE EE REE EH E R ETtREcT EFT 11 RTET Re ETT FET 'ETETeTE eR eTHTfRETTH eR 11 
ETET 2-E RETfRET ReTE 3TRRTEE 1947 R EETH EE E FET ■ETETeTE E RETE EEtR ETEE R eR ETE EfRR 
11 EETET EET ReTE RteR R EEEE E FET WETcEE E EeR EHE eR 11 3TE E EtR ETT eRe ETRET EE 

tetRh RR etR eR etRtt eR eR t i eeR eeR R eteRt e PihRiRsm wRtet ^Rt Ret RR eR R- 

1. 2004 EE w 3TTE 1103 RRR ReTTEE ETEFE EETE ETERE EETTE EtR E 3HE, 

2. 2007 EE EE 3TTE 390 EETE EJEE 3TEETE EETE Ro 7 eR RRRfE eReR ETO feTO E 3HE, 

3. (1999) 1 EjRe eR^ ReTHT 300 RTEET feTO EETE EEETETE ETE E 3HE, 

4. 2001 EEEE 3TTK 548 eRe fET 3TTET RReT EETE RhTEE ETFHTE, 

5. 2015 EE EE 3TTE 169 ETTRRR RlEyRRl ETfREE EETE EeRRe ETET EE ER Rf ETET RFeR E 3RT, 

6. 2018 EE EE ETE 933 fRETET EEER ETRe EETE E[Re tETReT EETcTETET eReRRet EETTFcT, ETTEeR E 3RT, 

7. 2001 (2 ) EjRe eRR RRet 289 E^fETEE EFET W RREkET feTO EETE EeRe ReRRs ETF Rf RRRf (E R 
Ef eR) stRteRfet eeRRteete E 3HE, 

8. 2018 EE EE ETE 752 ETEETTETEE EETE ETEcR fReRReET feTO Re.eR FRET RheRe ETE RRRR FTeReFE E 
3HE, 

9. 2018 (2 ) ejRe eRR RRet (ee w ee) 395 R eteRet EcTET eREE 
fREEfRfRE EETE EEEE RReK RfETEec^EE RETEtR EEEETRtE feTO, 

10. 2016 EE EE ETE 1244 F^RRhE FE RfET ETEE RetRe RetRRf EfETE EETE ETEFEE, 

11. 2005 EE EE ETE 275 ERR ReTTEE ETEFE E 3FH EETE EE eR EET, 

12. 2006 EE EE ETE 214 ^ R eRf ETETEEE ETTER.feTO E 3HE EETE FEE ETETE D T EfR, 

13. 2018 EE EE 3TTE 727 EE R eRf ETTE.ETeRRe EF ETEJEEf RReTE feTO EETE ReEJFT, 

14. 2015 EE EE 3TTE 160 HTEEEK ^jRRlEE EFEeReTE E 3FE EETE eReT ET^ET FEJET E 3FE | 

15. 2002 (2) EEEEEE, 306 RRRf 3TTET Ref E 11 ^ WEFE RRo feTO EEET R.R.1 ERETEE REE eRR, 

16. E^/EET.R. /0237 /1967 eRRe ETET R EERefTET ETFEf ETOfeTO E SHE EETE R EEReTET RfR ETofeTO, 

17. E3/EE.R./223/2012 EE R RRetFT E^ EeET fRRRfRE EETTRtEETE E SHE EETE ERREE EEEE RRe, 
RnfeH feTO 

18. EE[/R.E-/ 3483/2018 R RRRf ETET ReRf ReteR F^ET ETeET ETO EETE R ETeRR, RReR ETET ReE, 
eRRf STTET ETEfFET, 

19 . ee;/RR/308i /2015 RR-e t^ete eete R etRfR (Ree) E SHE 

FEE ESTETTETE eR 3TTE ET Re EeR FET FEE eR eR STTE ET EE^F wRet ^ff R StReR FET ETERfF 
RR eR Ren R eR EETEeR EE EeR EtR EfMeHT RTET EET I 


7. 
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RTET^-19 TTTsff ETT RE t fftEfft TETEfft fftETET 9.3.2016 ft EEJRfftffft eTcTTeT TETETT RET REE Tie! 

ft RETRT ETEIT EfftE 11 EEft RER^-20 fftElft 3rf RESTET ft EdftelE STlft^T fft 6.2.16 Eft Tlfcl t fftEfft 
RTsff EfffteT efEf ciiOdHI ft RTRET fftRlftift 3 ft 8, TNT ft RTRTT fftRTftftE (EeTfET ETETE) 

RSRETeHE fftRT ETTRT RffteT t I EE?f RE.21 RTEftfRT 3TTRT ftETft- Eft STEfsff RST RET fft? RR « Eft Rfef 
11 RTT STRTsff ^TTaft TFT R RE.1 RETET ETERTeT RET 3TRfff fftTR Eft RTTS^I R RTTa^T ftf Rftf t fft RR ETRRT 
Refcl t fft RTsff ETT TSTETTeEH TTRR/? TEefEETE fftft ETEf Eft TJRRT Eft ft RT I RR TTft t % RTsff Eft ft 
Eft TJERT RETEeft RT ft?T Eft Eft Eft t I TJRRT "ftfteETeT ft Eft sff I TJRET RTReT ETf^ feifeld ETeTfftETTeT 
ft?T Eft fftRT ERT t I fJRT SRET Eft t fft EETEfftR ft ETRft ftETft Eft TJRET RE ft RT Eft I EE"?f RE-1 
RR SRTE Eft ft STTfftTT ft ft ftft I RRft-RJef^-19 Eft ETffeT TTft"E RERT REeT Rif RT Eft ETTEETft Eft 11 
RETT REEJ^-18 RTsff Eft fftefT RT Eft, ETTEETTft ft Eft 11 E"E?f REE^-20 R Eft feRET RR TTft 11 RETft 
TTTSTET E T^ftEE 3TTftr Eft RR t RT Eft RET ETTEETTft Eft t I TfETRSTRT ETTft ft Rff RTsff Eft ftffftTT fftRT 
3TSTET RTTEft ETTEETTft RET Eft t I RTsff Eft ftETRSTET ft Rft ETfft TREftETTE feTRT RRT RT Eft ETTEETTft Eft 
11 RRSt RRE^-21 ^WfRRRR RR RR t f^RTR rMr RTRR R^f 11 R"R?f RRRJ^-12 RR RR RTRT ^3R RT 
^RR RMR RTRR R# ^ I 

10. STRTsffRR ^ 3TR^ RTSff RR R RR.2 Rff RTRt RRT RR^fT : 5®T R^tSR ETRR RR R RTR RR STRTaff RRS-TTR 
R R^ 2008 R RTEfRT #R RRT R^f 2016 R RREfT R^t RR 3TR R?f ^f R3EJR EERTT RRffRRR R RRTRRT REReT 
^fRR ^ RR RR RTlJ'fd RtRT RRTRR RR R. 20.1.16, 8.2.16 R 17.3.16 R^t jfe R RSZf Rwf RRRT^ R^ ^ 
f^RR R ?R RTS?f RRT RT5R ^fR^ttf^RRRfftf^ RR^ RRRf RR-3 ^ RRT RR RffRcT RTT ftRRTRRfe 
REff aft f^R# RRTR R RR?f RR-4 ^ rrt RR TJRRT ^T R^ft eft I RRRf RR-5 ^ RRT RRft f^RT RRT t I 

11. RRTsftRR $ 3TR^ RTaft RR R RR.3 ^RTR ^RR RRRTRT RRT 3EEff gTRT RftRT ^ RRR RR R RET RTf SfRTsft 

RRTET RR RRTERST (RRWRT RR RRTR#fRT) RRTRR STRIKER ^ R^dRHId.'HK fT RTET ^T R^ff 11 ?R RTS?f 
RRT SEEfT RTET R RRRf RR-10 R RRRt RR-12 ^ RrMr RRRT^ Rtf | 5TT RTSft RRT RRMcT RRTElRff R 
RRRt RR-10 RTsft Rft RR^rfeT Rf^TRR Rft RfeT 11 RR?t RR-11/1 R>f 2016 ^ ^RRf RRRfrf^[%ET 
R^RhRTri Rft Rxlflkf $ RfuRRR Rft RfeT R RR?t RR-11/2 STfRRRT^R ^RT cTRT RR?t RR-11/3 Rf^TRRR 
3TTRT EERERTRft ^RT 3TTRT RSR RR?f RR-12 tRTSET 3TTRT Rft rM RfeETT 11 IRE RTS?f RRT 3EEft 

fwRR R?f RTTET R 'ETET "^T Rjft ^ f% Rft RTTRRRft R R^T % f% 23.3.2016, 24.3.2016 Eft RTeft RTT 3TRRTTRT RT 
R 25.3.2016 RTT ^RETR^ RTT 3TEERRT RT I RRRt-Reef^-22 RR RRRRR RR RRTR^ R RT #f t, RRSt RRE^-22 
RR RTRT RR Rft RfRR TRET R^T t RR RT^f 11 RR RRRf REEj^-22 RR effeRTR RRR^fT ^ RER RTR 3TTRT 
RRT RTRTRT I RJeT^—19 RERET SKI RTS-ff Rft Rdl0 29.3.2016 E>T Rfpft f^RT RRT RT I RR TT6l % f% ER?f—19 
RR f^RTRT 9.3.2019 3ff%R tRTlf%RRr#rtRfTRT^r feRRT t 3E5E|R RTRT f% RRT RR 3TtRR RTR^ET RRTR 3TT 
R^T 11 RR RT^T t f% RRRt RREJ^-23 R R R RT #f RR RER^R RTT t RTf RT^f 11 RR REE effeRTR 

RERET RTT RTR RTRT ^ RRTE^t RTETRRft ^RT t I RRRfefR STT^RT f^RTRT 6.2.2016 RTl f% RRRf RRE^-20 t 
RET RTsft RTT RRETERRE R?f RJRRT ^T R^ sft I f^TRT RR REff Eft RTfffT Rftt tl RRRt RRT^-22 REff Eft 
feeftER Rfft f3R RT Rfft fffft RTETRTEff E Rfft 11 Eft RTETRRff T T^i f ftf RTS-ff ^ RET RfffRT f%R E gRff 
RRTR RR Rt I RR RT^f t fffr RRRf RRT^-18 R RTsff $ fftRfRT 9.3.2016 RT STJRfft-RcT RcTTRT RRT t RREff 
RTRR ft Rftf 3TTRTR RR ffETR RR^ffERE Rfft RtRT RRT t 3ffR ETTE 'ffT Rfft RTRRTff R^ 11 ffft RTTRRTEff R Rfft 
t fffr RRRRRfef RT RTR RRTRT TffEEJRRT Eft RfftRTRT R 3TTRT RT I RRfft RTRRET R Rftf^RR 3TT^R Eft fR 11 RR 
RTftt ■§ fffr Rftf&RR STE^R eff RTRcT RER Rftf RTfR RTsff eff fftRTR Rfft Eft sff | RR ff^ff RTTRRTTff R Rfft ■§" fffr 
EERf RRT^-12 ft RREf RR RRTR R[RSR fftffRRT RTfftTRTRTR RET ETTE ^ RTR RRTR RR RT Rfft I RR 
RTRRT RefcT t fffr RTsff $ RET RfffRT f%R R RRTR RR gRRf Eft RRTR Rf RRTRft RfflEff R TjRET fffrRT RRT 
eTRT RRTRR RRETTEEE RTRJR fffTRT RRT I Rff ETFTRTpft R Rfft t fffr RTsff ft RTRRTR Eft RTRR RTRR RR ftf^RTRf 
3TRRTTRT ^ fefR Rfftf EERE R^ff ftf RT I ftft RTTRRTTft ft Rftt t fftr RRRf RRT^-10 R 11 RERET Eft REeT fR 
3TSTRT R^tl 

12. 3TR RR fftRTRTEft RR RRrft 0RTRRTE fftRE fftrRT RTTRT 'RTRRTReT RTRRTR 11 

fftREEE RRsRT-1:- 

13. RRT fftETETET Eft RTTffteT ETRft ER RE RTsff RR RRT 11 RETT RR.5 fft^ffteT RR $ REeT eMe RE ft. 3 $ 
<j(fti J ld fftRET EffftREeTT STRTsffRE E> RR RE^ eft Rfft RTfft RER t fftr RTsff ETT ETTE ETRTRftRef RT 3TRteT 
SfETsffEE Tff RTRRET ft RTsff RTT RRETTeEE RET RRET RT ^RTft RRET RR ETRft Eft RTef REeT fft^ffteT RR ft sff I 
TEEff RR ftf RE^ RTft ETfft RER t fftr cTETRTR RRT RTT Rfttfts t ETSRT R^f fftfft REfftfR RTR’ER ^RTRETR RET 
'RTfftET ^teT 2004 Ref RE 3TE 1103 E^ftfR fftRTTefR RETcR RRTR EfftfER RRTTE Rift R 3ER ft RfeTRTfftR Eft 
Rftf t I TEEff RR eTE? ftt REf RTfft RER t fftr RERf ReE^-20 JTRTRE STTftRT fft. 6.2.16 Eft ETETETTft 
EfftftRET RE RERT RR. 19 $ ETTff Rfft ft Rft RTsff Eft sff Rftffftr RRRf RR -1 RTsftTfRE fftEEfft fftr RTsff ETaff 
EET R.RRT^-1 ETETEfftfR RhRIReI RET 3EEff fftER Eft ETSR ft 3TRft RSTETEeRE E> RTE ft REeT RfsftTTRR 
RERET Eft ftEETT RftfETE fftrRT RRT t f^EET RRffft RSTETEeEE Eft ferfsT fftRET 6.2.2012 RffteT t fftr^ RR RR 
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3TTf R EEE 1947 ^ t I Tjt E ReRe E STETsRft R Rv TT Ret EET EE R eR 

EFT wt EFE eR t R ETsff ETTT TETETEWT wR Et WET eR Et WETT elETETV WJERsTE TE ER TTET 
EE 3Tp-fRTETE ER RET EET ET I EEE eRR-SiReI E wRlE> ^ETE 2018 W ER RR 933 RefTTT EEERt 
ET feR EETE TJETE tERel ETTEETET RlRRlE) EWE, TTTEefT E SEE R ESE? E?f RbEET R EETE RET#ER 
E?T E>)^ EEE eR ERET t I ETsff E> TTETgRE E ^ ^ 240 EE^ E> Re t|R eR Etc! R ETTT Etf EETTEf 

smsffER Et SIR Tl WET EEtT E eR feW EET t I ElRf Et TlETgRE TT Tjt RETsffER Et RR TT ERT 25 
EE> RlRRlE) ReTE 3lR[RrEE 1947 Et ETRET RRd ER EE eR Et eR t I EEE ERE eRRsiRR E 
3wR TTTSTTE R RR E ElR R RET TTETRt ETEE ETRe wRt R. 29.3.16 RjRlE EE 3Rh t ?EF[ ETtf 
TTEE eR t I eReTETETW EEE RETELL El EtR 4 ER E RRfEEE Rw RTET t I 

ReIsIIE) TT. 2:- 

17. EEE RETELL R RlE EWT EE ER WItRetE EE EET 11 RETE RfSrEEET eRRR WTtR R EE eR TlR t 
Rl EtR 1TRT Wit TtRfc 3TTET EelE R RRh E R R REE fefO R ReR ERT EERer ReTW RtRT ETefl 

e Ret eR Rett eet t Rtej eerr e tRew eR et ee RRct t Rr retsRtr ee * e Rs-te 

t ERT EtR R RsjRe rRr RE TlETgRE rRr R eR R WlR Rr RR t EERR E TTETRT ETEf ReRe E 
EcR tl EETR EE RRPfE ERT 2~E sMRtET ReTE rRtRtEE 1947 R ETETEET EE RTgEE, RRRf ReRe 

rrt ettR Rett eet 11 Rtete etR reet etert ?et re were e eete rR R eteR Rr ret R ese 

eR 11 ?ET rRr R Rtete 3TET#RE E^t RtE E ETERe ER ^ETETRE R ETER EtR EtRetR Rf E?t R t 

e R Rr?t wte eR ^RR R e^ t i Rete rRteeet eRtRtRt settR R e? eR etR t Rt etR eRw Re 

EE STE^ RRRtE R ETEE ETET RlRT ETcR E R EeRrT ET Re^ ?ET eRe R f%TE STRiEEET EtR R EE eR 
R eR etR efe t Rt eee est R e*e eRet ee ReRtet ett eRe etR ee RpjRe stR?t wee R R 
ettR RR R ^se t eet eeteR Ret^Re seRe R wee R R ettR fw tl etet R e eteRe wtee 
WET eTE ETET ^ETRet ^Re EETETE EETE EtRe ERffEEE feTO (2016) 6 EET.RtR). 290 E RwRe RR 

RRetRe Et Et t:- 

Though, the learned counsel on both sides had addressed in detail on several issues, we do not think it 
necessary to go into all those aspects mainly because in our view they are only academic. In the background of 
the factual matrix, the undisputed position is that the appellant was employed by the Company in Aurangabad, 
he was only transferred to Pondicherry, the decision to close down the unit at Pondicherry was taken by the 
Company at Aurangabad and consequent upon that decision only the appellant was terminated. Therefore, it 
cannot be said that there is no cause of action at all in Aurangabad. The decision to terminate the appellant 
having been taken at Aurangabad necessarily part of the cause of action has arisen at Aurangabad. We have no 
quarrel that Labour Court, Pondicherry is within its jurisdiction to consider the case of the appellant, since he 
has been terminated while he was working at Pondicherry. But that does not mean that Labour Court in 
Aurangabad within whose jurisdiction the Management is situated and where the Management has taken the 
decision to close down the unit at Pondicherry and pursuant to which the appellant was terminated from service 
also does not have the jurisdiction. In the facts of this case both the Labour Courts have the jurisdiction to deal 
with the matter. Hence, the Labour Court at Aurangabad is well within its jurisdiction to consider the complaint 
filed by the appellant. Therefore, we set aside the order passed by the High Court and the Industrial Court at 
Aurangabad and restore the order passed by the Labour Court, Aurangabad though for different reasons. 

18. EEE wRet E eRetRe RR Et EWEETE EE eR ETET ETT ETETET Rt EtR R ETE EEEE ?ET WETelE 
R RetReee 4 RETETer R ^et eR f3E eeiRt etR E^t RpjRe e eRRete 3tRe wee e R ettR |TE t tR 
etR R eRRete ee RRe 3tetR est etet wee e R Ret ettet eete Ret t eet eteRrt ete) R steRe 

E ^ t ee 3TET#fFT ETWT-3 E 4 EE EeRcTE R WEE E R 11 STElRwE EE EEWT R SjET WETelE ETET 

R EfTETf Re etR R tfwjRET R eeRe eR Ret t eeiR eetee gwTeiE ee stetRew ehw-3 e 4 ee 

EEEtefE IjET WETelE R RwREEE E 11 3TElR EST ETET EEE R^ EE EEEE WTRet ^ElE 31 EtR EST R 
etR EEE eR etR t EET 31 EtR E5T R eR ETE ElR EEE eR I R ?ET WETelE R EEEEE EEWT EE 
^etReee eR R 1 3te we Retetet eRet-2 sietRee' R Rew e etR R est e EE Ret etR efe RR R 
eee Retejet ehw -2 stetR Ear R Rew ee etR R Ear e ee Rw wet 11 

ReTUE) R.3:- 

19 . Reteet 3 st^eTe R eR e tl Rete stReeet stetRete R ee eR eR t R etR R R e wR 
stReeR e waE e wR eRRte R eeete Reetct eewefR eR wt etee Ret ete R etee eR Rw 
eet t 1 eteR eet etR ee etRRp eeretRet tee etR eR et 1 Ret e^eet R ett eee ese ee 
Ree smsfRuT ettt Rw wet stt i eR RRr eteRe ee R we WETelE ettt wtRiet ^ete 2016 w eet 
3TTT 1244 RRReT ?E Rn ETET RttRet RqREE ERTel EETE HH^T U T E eRetRe eR eR t I wRlET 
^WTE 2005 Eel W 3TTT 275 RRe RWelE TTEEE E WE E ETERE tRRe WETelE ETTT EEE STgTTTT R 

RRr eRetRe ewT fE tET RRe R Re eReet ee ee eew ettet stteeeet Ret stRiRRiRe Rw eet t 
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fft TO J ln^cH wA R ft! an | -illf^lch l|ftcT 2018 (2) tftft ftft ftftjT (TO TO TO) 395 ft TOiftlT 
to % error if ft RFrftro rofrro rorror urn Rft fcrfSr ftcimftd ft Rft 11 tot maff ft sir ft tot 

fft| m totct toTO ^rorf to ft to ftr 11 tort #s-M ft Toft ft rj4 ftro tott r ftftro to 
srfftroft ftm rof ft ftr tott to tort t fftft; fftrro ft.i Toft ft to ft tot fftTro ftro-2 

TOITaffTOT ft [efts ^TOTcT fft4 vrlM 7T TTTsff TOnaiT J I u I ft <461 'jftd TOT ft pTdTdl TlPd 46 1 ell Ml4 TO 
3rfftroft 6)dl TOT TO4 dl J d ■§■ I TOffft RlSFT STfeTcfcfvfT TOITaffTOT ft SKI IRT ftTOT if P4 TO? TO clft TOT 

tot tot f fft rod tot ftftfc stto ftp if 3rftr srjcftr ft tot ftr faro toit t fftg roff fftm tor 
ft srgcft to tot t ?r to fftro toP to rtTOt totort to 11 totototo fTOro ft.3 Prodi to%to 
^[ ftcT TOnaffTOT ft ftp ft TOTefl ft mft ft SlfeTTOft ftft ft TO^cflTO ft TO TOT TTTaff ft TOT if fftfftTOTcT 
fftfT TOcTT t TOTT TTTaff TO Veil'd 3TO TOP fftrog TOTaffTOT TOT TOR ft ftTTO? fftft TOft TOP TOTT 
TOcTT t I 

TOpIT 

20.. 3m: paff TO ftftfc 3TO TOP fftrog 3TTOafrTOT 3TffpTTO TOT ft ftfftR fftTO TOTO 3maff TOT £RT map ft 

ftTOgfftcT TOTOT TOfft 3TTpTO ft. 29.3.16 3R(fftcT TO TO^eT TOR fftft TOcl fir 3TOTaff TOT ft STTpTO fftTO TOcTT t 
ft ft TOaff TOT pKdTdl pfftcT t j4to 3toPT TOT if 3TftcTO TOTcT ft I f% paff TOT ^ ftcP TOff 4 ftftro 
TO 3TftTOTft #TT 3TftftftRcT ftTOT TOcTT t I TOTT TOcbKIH 3TTOTT 3TTOTT TOR TO^T I 

21. 3TRft feRTOTT TOTO 3TTO ftrft 18.3.2019 TOT TpT TOTTOeRT if TOTcTTSR TO ^RRTT TOTTI 3TRft ft ftcT 
ftwjTTR ftR TOTOR ft TOcT TOTO if TTTOTTOT RftcT ft TO4 | 

TOR- TO ^eR TOlTOlftTO 


TOf 6TOt 2019 

TOT. 3TT. 751.—afftTrPtro f^TOTR STf^rfftroH - , 1947 (1947 TOT 14) ft TORT 17 % TOjtotot if ftftro RTTOR" 
ft-Hifin TOTOsroro fftWfe ro It^rorFr fftro % wsrftr % Pi 4 n ft sffr +44>ift % 
Tfft- ar^tsr 4 ftftiRft ftrom 4 ftftTro tottott ft ft Rl to roriftTOTOT ttr- tor tottotort, totoTt to tototr 
(Tft4 WTT 03/2016) ft TOTOT%cT TOTcft | ft TOftft TOTOR ft 03.05.2019 ft TORT f SR 4TI 

[TO ftTO-16025/4/2019-3TTt TOR (TOT)] 

ft. to. fftrtTO, toto ftftro 


New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019 

S.O. 751.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 03/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ajmer now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Teknomin Construction and Hindustan Zinc Limited and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 03/05/2019. 


[No. Z-l 6025/4/2019-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


Sifter 

TOR RTRTTcRr ft ft ft Rl TO R||A|||2|4RU|, TOTOft 
ftldlftlH ftftftT-ft TOT.TOT.ftR, TOR.TOlft.TOl 


TfTOTOT WIT- ft.3ftft.TOR. 03/16 
ft 3ft RTT RO 2/16 

ft ftrro fftr ft 46cHis Rm RTft top^ct , Pi sift - dro crroftr toicrr .arro fftmT fftcTT totR, 
MW | -RTaff 

TOTOT 
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1. R-Kef ftftER ,ftREffftE RER^EfTH feffftftE ,fftRT fftER ,EfEE ERRS 3TEfft7 RTERRTE 

2. vjH^cH ftftER ,%E£TRTE fftfft felfftftE ,EERE ET^Rl EfEE Errs STEfftr ,EERRTE 

EEfftrfft 

: 6ft WOilmen Efftf, 3rf^RRRTT I 
: 6ft « EfTef RTEf, SrfSrcTcFcTT I 
: REE6ftR miftcllift I 


ETsff Eft sfR ft 
STTTsft ft.1 Eft 3TfT ft 
STETaff e. 2 ft fftTER 


—STElftf 


3ff§lPl u fi| 


Rdlft 29.3.2019 

ETsff TRRT EETRRT 6TE STFJTfR (TfftftftftsfETFR ft EE6T f^RRRTcT TR7JE fftft Rift TV STEfftE HRT 2 R ftffttfftET 
fftETR SffftfftRE 1947 EEFT EE W EtE ET ?E -HIHIcHH ft RTHaT STETftf ft fftETR 3TEET Tfte*W 3TTE ERfE 
fftrftcp 8.11.16 Tfft ^E 3TTRTR RE EEfE fftlET ERT t fft EElftf WfT 2 REEftf TRRT EETftf WIT 1 RRCfftT Tfft 
EERE 7RTE ft Tjfftrj^ ^E1 ftftRTfts EE REft fftffteT ERR ft fftfR ETfft fftlRT ERT f | SfETsff TRRIT 1 wll TRTTT 
EERR ET^RT ft TREE ft REft ftj fftjfftd EE ETft REft ITR ETsff Tfft 3R8pfft RET^ft EE fftgffteT ERTE Tfft E^ 
ETsff ft REE ftcEf R 12,787/— EE Rlfft TfRET aiPER TfR fftRT | RETsft fto 1 TgRT ETsft Tfft ftpg TIER ETEftcR EE 
REft TfRft ft fftfR EEE fftRTT RRT I ETft TRET Eft ft^E ftfaftEE REft RETIRE EftEET TfRET EET ftfE fftl EETftf 
TRET 1 TRET REft Raft ft REf^ft RElft RJeft eft Rift Rft ftsT RTEftEE TfE REft fftfRT EfTdT I RETsff TRET 1 
TRET ETft Tfft cfEft ftf Tft ftgT RTEftcR TfE Piyfftd ET ERREfft ER RTft Eft fftlET RET I ETft TRET RE ER 
fftETE 7.2.2014 Tfft 6ffRTE TTETERT 6TE REJEET RE THOftldl ftftfEft (REftiftsfEETT Tfft fftRET RET fftrift EkREETE 
RETftt TRET 1 TfEEftl TgTET EE5 EETE ETE Efft Tft ftfR ftRE ft ERMft TfR Rsft TfE ftcET 19,024 /- ERfft 
EfftETR TfR fftrfT EET RTcftfftT ETsft Tfft ftpg ftg? RTEftEE ERfR Tfftf fftgfftcT ER Rpft EftT fftRfT EET EE Rift R7RE 
ElR ftR RTEftEE TET ft fefET RTRT ERT I fftERE 28.3.2015 Tfft RETsft EERIT 1 TgTET ETsft Tfft ftfET Tfftft TfEER ERTR 
RE ffteTRE RTftET ETRET 198 fftERE 28.3.15 Rift TfRft yjaft ir RTEETfTft ft ElR ftRE RRTft 7ft REfft 
fftefftER TfR fftrfT | ftftEftftE RREEft RRTR RTft Tfft EJRET ftf ft E^ I ETsff Tfft fftRRE RTffft eft ftETE Tfftft ftf 
subsistence allowance RTft Eft fftET EET E ETftf TfE ftTER fftET I ffteTRE ft ftRlE ftf^E RRETTfft ft 
Reft ETft ft REEE RE EftET Rf 15 fftft RE ftft RTft Eft fefET EET E fftftf ETER Tfft ftft ftef ftftferfi E 
3EE RRETEft ft Eft Tfft Eft E ft ETftf Tfft cfftft Rift ftft ft RET RfRR Tpft ETfft Tfft Eft ft ,E Tfft^ RRRTRft 
ftfftRR fftjRT f3TT E Tfftft Tfftft ERfft fft ,E ETft Tfft fftRft ft EfefEftRT TEEft TfE RRER fftRT ERT ,E RRRTRft 
fftfft ETft Tfft Rft ERTE Tfft Eft R Eft ETft Tfft Rft ^ERfft TfE EfRE ft fftRT ERT I Rdlft 13.5.15 Tfft ER 
RETTE Ef^R Rd IE 13.5.15 ft ERE EfE ftRE STfeTOEE ftft ftf ETRT "ftft ETft ftf Rf&RE TfR 

fftRT ERT I TfftaRT ftftfftsrp RRRTRft/ETTR ft EERR ft ETft TRTET REft ER fftftR 2.7.15 ft ERE RETft WfT 1 
ft RTftE ER/RTEf ftfE ftf ftft ,EE7E ETTR Rlftdft R U RI^I RTfft ftf EElfftE ftftftf EFT ETfft ft RTR^R ft 

ETft ftf 3TETft ftEET 1 TRRT RTfTT ft ft ftft ft REEfftET ERTE Eft fftRT ERT t I RTfTT Eft ESRf ft RR ERE 

ETE fftTR ftET t fft RETft E7ETT 1 TRRT ETft ft fftfER ftf Eft EEET 0l4c|ft ftEEEftTp Eftft ft 3TTEE ETEE 
E ETTftftfT ^RTR EETeff ft fftTRTETf ftf ETE ET EET TfR ftf Eft ft R Eft ftf ftfETR Mdlfftd fftRT ERT t R ftrfft 
ft ETTRE PlEleil ERT 11 RETftEE /ftfRfETE ft SEjfftE T^ft EER: Eft/6lftfE ET 3JET STfftE efTETft Eft 
ft fftTER ftR ftRT ft 61 fdETE TfR^ ft Reft SffftftE ETE E 11,00,000/ 7 RRR efTTsT Eft ft 4d-1 RR Red! E 

TfRft ETfft Tf7T RUR ERT ETR ft ETft/6Tfftrf? ftf SEjfftE Eftft ft ffterfftfE TfRft tr Erft ftf ffteERE STRfft ft 

ftfriE ftft ft subsistence allowance ETfft Eft fftRT ettet r EEft rtr ETft ftf ftWft ft P 10 M 
fftr Eflft ftft ftR RURfttT ft RftRE ftft Enft ft ETft/6Tfftf> R Efft ft EfftfR ftf SERfftfT ETEfftrfT R STTfftfT 
RTfft ERE TfRft ES tft ■§ EfTffft ETft/6 h1h 0 TfR RE4 ftft RRJT ft Eft s? I EEftfET dldf ftf fftReTET ft 
EfftTTE ETTET EETRTfT 6TE STRJTfxT RTf EEftfET SffftfEft ftftft TRRT ETft/6TfftfT ftf 3TETtfE ERT 2 R ftftfftrfT 
fftfTR ftftftfE 1947 ft ERE EERT ER ETfft TfRft |TR ERE fftRTR Rft fftTETft Tfft ^E ^RTRTefR/ftftfftTfT 
'RTRffftRR u T ft EE6T EE^E fftR Eflft Tfft STgEfft ERTE ER ftf Elf fftfEft EeRTRRT ETft/6TfftrR TRRT TfftETE 
ETftET ER / EftEftE ftfft TfftE ?E 'RTRTelR ft EE6T ET^E fftRT EE RRT t I 3TE E ElftET Tfft f fft Elft 
RfftE ft fftETR RfftfftRT EET E RERE 11,00,000 /- Tfft eIE ft d u El4^l fftERT 13.5.15 Tfft RRR RRft ^R ETsft 
/6rfftrf> Rft ^RRT ftfREft ERTE Rft Rfft | ETsft/6rfftrE re RfftfftRT rr E ffteRRE RRft tr fftrERE RRfft 
ftfEE ftR ftEE RR Eeft Rift RR[R Rflft | ^E: ftWft ER Rglel fftR Eflft Rft 3TRf£T ER> RR efd-l Eflft RRRTRT RTfft 
I fftrfTeft RTEE ETlft fftRT Eflft | 18 EfefRTE RTfftRT 7RM RTR trr 3fET#ER ft RefRIRI Eflft I 
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5. WJETE ? 

6. WET WTTsff TT. 1 gTTT ET# ET f#WE WTlRld fTTETW ^TRTTeRT E f#E ft# E^ t ? 

4. ftETET 6.6.17 # W<tRlE)|fEK -HIHIcHH ETRT ftETEET 1 ETT EcTR ETS#TET ftETEET ftftftEE ftTET WET 
-E IETF Id ETET EET 3ffT E?TT Rc|I£ 1E) TT.1 Tpft WETT fTT WTETeTE ETTT ETRcT W#T ft.24.11.17 ft EEE 
ftERTET TT.1 WTTsff Ear ft ftwg cRTI ETsff ft EST E RRlWId ftTET EET t I 

5. EETEETE ETsff # fttT ft E TgE.1 f#E ftft TEE ETsff # MlRdH> TTTTiE ftrsTETE ETTElft wft fE fftETEE 
ft.7.2.14 # Eft EEET EE.1 fftETTEE ft.21.1.16 # EftET EEET EE.16 E EE.31, ft#! few # Eft EEET EE. 
2 WTeT EE# EE.22 EE ft.28.3.15 ETEE fteTEE # Eft EE"?f EE.3 \3TTE?T WTTef EEET EE.24, EEftET ft.13.5. 
15 # Eft EEET EE.4 \3TTE?T WEeT EE"?f EE.25, EE WEeT ETEE ETfft ETEftw EEET EE.5, TJEET ETfft ft 
W#E E?T Eft EEET EE.6, EfTEeT wftr ft# WEeT EESt EE.7, MKEcH W# Eft Eft# Eft EE# EE.8, E ftt 
ETEftt WEeT EEET EE.9, ETET ETfft WEeT EE"?f EE.10, EE?t EE.27 E 28 EE Eft# Eft ft EEEt EE.12, EEET 
EE.13, ftftTT ftftEEET Eft EfrTET EEEt EE.11, EESt EE.15, EEEt EE.26, EEEt EE.32, EFeH TfteE RkHI^ Eft 
EM Eft EEET EE.14, WEeT EEEt EE.29, EEET EE.30, ETsfET EE ETsft ETEE WT#T ETTft Eft Eft EE?t EE.17 
E EE.18 EE EE EERT EE WTEE ETTT 2 E W^ ft EEE E^t EfrT EE"?f EE.19 E EE.20, ^ EE) EE^EE 
EEeFfe E?t EfrT EESt EE.21 E EE.33 ETsff EE PiyRd EE R.15.2.13 3HTE EE"?f EE.23 EEfffcT EEEET E^ t 

I ETEf% EETsff TT.1 E^t 3lN ^ hIReIE) ETSE E EE E ^E.l EFJE TRJef E^t ET5E ^TEE^E EEETcT fE ETET^Eff 
ETSE E EEEt EE-1 EE R.28.3.15 ETEE pMEH (EEET EE.3 E EE.24 ^T) EESt EE-2 EET^ET R.13.5.15 (EE?t 
EE.4 E EE.25 ^T) EEET EE-3 ETPE EE^E# 3HTE EEET EE-4 WE Ef^EE E^ EfrT EeMe EEEEf E^T f | 

6. EETT 3TfrR E^ft I f%TE 3TRTEEET ETsff $ 3TE^ T^Erfe WET E#E El E^TTE $ TEST EE^ T# t ETsff 

ETt RTSET WEEff $ WETT ET ET^t TT ET^t ETrT eTETcT fE EEEt ^E.25 EW^ET RET EET I ETsff ^ ?EEE ET 
ETcf ETfefT ET WTTsff TT.1 ETsff ETl PlEdcHHI ^T ETEET SE 3ftT EcW ETcTl E^t W E ETsff ETt EE4 ET E^t 
feTET I ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^TE E#T ETT^ ETEE RlE>IEd E^t sff f^TTT ET ETE^ ^EE E?t E^t 

Esft aft ^E: EEE EEET ETsff E)t Pi 0 ldd E)t WEsff TT.1 ETTT EE^ET^T ETT "^T E^fT fuTTT ET ETsff E)t 3TTT TT 
f^RrET ETfeTT 3TRTEEET 7^ ETWE ^ W^t E^ I EEEt WT.24 7^ ETWE TT ETsff Err RferRfE f^ET EET 
?TET aiRbdljEK EffEE RfE% EWT E^T f^ET EET I ETsff EE #EE RfTfTETE WEsff ^T.i ETTT f^ET EET I EE 
EEEESff E^ WEWT TT TEE t | EF ^ TEE t f% RfElETET EST ERTETf EE TEETE E^T ETTET t W EE-EEff 
E?T ETrT ETETETT ^ EEETl EETE E TTEET t I ETsff $ ftwg WTTsff ^t.i ETTT E^t E^fT EEd EE^ET^T ETTE ^ 
TfRlETE $ STgT^E 21 7 ^ t ^TTT EETE ETsff ^ TTT^ #E TTTeT TTW '^EE cfT ETTE?T ETefT ETETE TsTTTE 

Ef EsfT f^TTTEE ETErf E^T t f% EE trlETER TET t W j )H4>cH WWEEE E E^T TET ElT EW ETTaT TET TT 
ETS-ff it T^Erfe 3TTET Ec^E E EETE Et^ t I WEsff it WETT WETT E TRT E E^T 
t I WEsff ETTT EEEt EE.25 ETTT E EWftt 3TTE E Ett E^t TTETgf^E 3T%T t I 3TE E ETsff EE T^fe 3TTET 
EeTE T^fEET ETT^ ETTE ETET EET STgcflE ETsft ETt wt $t ETsfET E)t E^ft t I 

7. TEEE E fcfETE 3TRTEEET WTTsJt E.1 ^ Wft T# t f% ETsff i WpfT TTETgf^E Ett fclf^T Wpt T^fe WET E#E 

E E^T ^T t ETET TEE ^ WET TWEETS 3TTET E#E E WTET RfEtWE STTSTTf ETET t E ftlTE E ^ T^fEET f^TET 
t I EEET EE-1 E 2 EE RteTetet EE ETsft E?T 3TTT TT ETlf TESE E^T f^TET EET t t^TTTTT EE WE 0EtET^t E 
ETS-tt Ett T^TEETTf^E TT W# WTTftE ^TTETE feg ET^ t I ETsff ^ WTTsff EE EEtt EETTTTE f^TET 

fwTTTETt ETpt RIemHe ETTE E T^tEETT "t ETE E EE EEE ET WET d^l E TEE ^ EEE wW ReT I EEE) 
EEE ET W^t E?T 0 l§ TTT5E d^l "t I ETsff ETE ETE EEE ET WET ETTE)t frrfsT d^l EET ETET t? I ETET 
WE-^TETT ^ TT STJERsTE TEETT EET EE ETpt 3 TRt?EWT RtET t I EE f%Tft ^ STJElE EE ETE 

E# t I eTTEEE fRETWT E E^t eR ETEE E ET ET# 3#TEEE t E # E# TTT8E t I ETsff EE E#E Tsl I Rvd 
f#} W^T EEE ■§ I 3TE E ETsft EE T## 3TTET <4e)d TETReT W^ # ETsfET # E# ■§ I WFT EErt 
TTEstE E EE^ HETT PlHiRhd WTftET ^ETE # ETEE R# E^ f:- 

1. 2015 WWW 747 EET EREE, ReTTTEJT EETE E# TTE E WE, 

2. 2012 WTWT3I1T 178 TJTEEE#E WTTE Re# WTETE# WST# 

3. 2008 EET EET WT 256 ET5JTTE W EETE EE#fc W EE Ttt # 3TTET ^Eett E WE, 

4. 2009 WTWTWT 1135 #WTET #TW7, t# WET E#ET EETE WffET EET#E, 

5. 2010 WTWTWT 656 ETTTE# ETTTERWE EETE # RR EETTET, 

6. 2010 W W WT 778 EETE TTEEET#R EETE ETETTEJ #E EWElRfeE ETtTETWET T# TTTeT WTeTEFfe fET 
feTO E WE I 

8. EEEEWfTTTTE # #T TT E^ EErt ii EER EER TTERe R# E WTTsff E.1 # 3TR TT ETdcT WTftET 
<jteidl is STREET ETl Ren E ^ fE EETEett ETT EefTETfrT E#TETf#fT EfMeTE #ET EET I 
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ESRf Ef feRf RSTR STfSfERff Erf 4f ajf ETS EWT RET ETE ^ES EST 4f sff ETSST RSIS t fcfT 

RSEf RE 2 fffSST E> STS STRESS Wl^T ETE'f Ef fef^ SfETSTE TH^Nt ERST EST 3TSR§S T?I f% ERR 
7Rj4f «Rf^R 0 ^^ E> feHf 061 elf%R SS Riff 3TTST I RE STS Riff sf 1% SS"?f SS 11 Rf-IIR 28.8.2015 RR If 

RTf ER WE Ef RRT RT I SS STS R^f t % ESRf SS 11 R R S 4f RTR E?j€f wf^E ETRf RR feRST RE 

R^f 11 SS STS R^f t f% SS?f ER 15 ftfSfET RffcR Rf wsff STET f^ETRTRT RRT SR sff ER ftST RRT SR I 
RE RTR R^f t % RRRf ER 15 S R S 4f 3TfE Eff S iff Wcf R 0*f0K TgTR E^€f ERf^R ETE'f RRT fasfs 
RETT R Relief! STSR Ef feTf 3TTRE f^RT SR ftR ERR ER 3TTER SPj£f ERffR ER'ff STfifR sff I RE R# t % 
RREf ER 18 R/RrR RR RRR EWERTR REE RJER RfE SETTER Ef RR5T stERf RRgftRT STSf 4f 01^0 TRTR 

RSj£f ERfER ETRf Ef feTf 3TTRE f^RT RRT SR ffR ETRT f% SET ETESR WT^EST E^f f 3 R SR I sfc Wsff 3TWf 

0 eWl Rif STiff cffE W 3TSTTE RrT sf sf ER 3TTST 4f 0l4 W feTRT SR RRTRT ff I ffsj STS Wsff ETf SR Elf 
RpjRR ^f Rrf R ETf ER 3TTR/ET 3 I RE RR R# t f% ERlff wf RRRE ET^RT E EWf ER E^f t I 

11. STS SR R^RSTR ftSTRET R.6 SSTRSTS ftSTRET R.2,3 RE STS E ftSTRET R.4 R 5 RERRST ftfaftss f^RT 
STTST WTRRRR RESET t I 

R|c|ISI0 R. 6 :— 

12. SE Rfc|ISI0 ETT RTftfR ETRf RTT RTR STWsff R. 1 W EST t I Wsff W RRR 4fER SfTSEST#f Ef EtR ifSE ftfET 

SETTETR Ef SSfTER ER^ STfcTERR RR 7 RTRE efTTR RWf ER 'JETER ER Er 4 Ef ^RRRR ^ 3TTRfR 3TWsff 
R.1 E?T 3TfR R WfTE R^ t I SE RRR R 3Tl4 ETWsff R.1 RTaff RR R ER.1 EFJE ^Jef RER RERT RfET 
W ErR-RR RT ^RT EREff RT5R R RRTE R^f EfRT t | EEff% Ew4 3TWff f^TRE E^f RT«R R RfE ^ER 
STfefRRR ETR^ Eff Rf RERT4 R.16.12.14 E?f RR fc.20.3.15 E?f RRRff t RE ERIE R^f f^TRT RRT t f% RE 

ERR RERTETf R R f%Rff RERT ^ RRR ErR-RR RT I ERR RfRf RERTETf R RRRTRfef ETT EERff 3TRT t I 
RRRER 3TTET RTRf R f^.16.12.14 E^f RERT ETT f^RWT R^f #TT ERR RTSff RTR f^RE R E^fETR f^TRT RRT t 
RRT RE Rfl0K f^TRT RRT t f% 7 RTEE efRS ETRJf E^f RfE ^EE E^f RTfcT ERR RfRf RERTSTf R ^ t I 
3TWsff R.1 E^f 3TfR ^ 3TRff RT5R ETT f^E^ETR ETRf W RE RES t % Wsff ^ ERR RERT3Tf El RRR RRR 4f 
Rff Ef SRE^f ETff RTR Rr 4 RRR RTSR RRTEeff R R^f I I Wsff E?f EfE^EE Refp4 R f%R WfTfR E^f 
efTRRfTff E^f RE 4f STRTsff R.1 E?f RTSR R RTW R^f EfRT t I 3TWsff R.1 ^ RTSff RR R RE.1 RFJR RTR 
WEff gTR r4sR ^ RER ER R Wsff ETT «ff ERtRTefTeT S^TEE E^f ERTER ^ ERE^f f%RT SWfRTR 

^ RfE^EE RefTRT wf ETRTTRT t SE ERtRTefTef S^R ETT RWsff R.1 E^f 3TfR R RTSR R EERR R^f 
f^TRT RRT t f^TRR EWRR Rff Ef^ R RSfSfR RETsff R.1 ETR Rl R^ RSR ^ T<fl0K REE R^f EE RTT^ t 

I SRR ETf^ REE Rff t f% RWsff R .1 RTR ETsff R RTe4ee SefSTET RTTRT sr EE RWsff R .1 ETR Wsff 
ETf EERIE ER ETsff ^ RETTET^ ETEf ETER Wsff RTSff R SE.1 ^RE E^f ftsR RTSR t fuTREf RER R 3TWsff R. 
1 Eff RfE R RE RSR RET RET t f% STWsff R .1 M ETER eTTSRR RT^f RTeTET SR f^TR^f ETsfRT W "ff EfE 
ffSE ReTETRT RTTRT SR f¥^ Wsff ETR Efff ETff WsfRT E?f Rsff Ef S^f RRTEeff W ETf^ RTSR R^f t I 

RTRRTR: f^TRlRTET ETR EI^EE ^ ^RR ETf ERp4 E?f RRR R ff 3TR4 RTRRR RR^Ef R ETEE RefTERf RTT^ t 

SR4 ETff ETER R^f t Rf ff Rf^RarfrT ETRRR WfTRE R WfTE Efrff t I Wsff E^f 3TfE R RET RRT EE RSR 
RTR RW4 ERE ftsrfef R ESR^R EfRT t f% Wsff ^ EfE^EE R5Rp ER ReTETRT RTTRT SR ERff% Wsff ETf 
RT MEsf EE.23 ETR TElRd RfE W RRT^E cfk W iff 3TWsff R.1 ETR RST RRT SR R fcfT RTeTET E> RfE RE 
3ffE R^f RSR wsff ^f 3TWf STpfERRf E STTSE R E7| t f% ERETf RR^E ^ RE RE ETS^ fR TR^ STWsff R.1 
ETR RW[E ETE EfE^EE ReTETRT ETTST SR f«TR ERSE RE EE ftsTE 4f EET t I RET RET EfSlfSE El STfeTOER 
Ef4 ER RRR If RE STfcT f^TR RETTE E EWlfSE f^TR RTR Eff RE 4f 3TWsff ER.1 Eff ERSE R RETE Rff 
EfRT t I RSRfcfTSES RETTE EfE^EE EffrfRER Ef^f RE f%wf RRRT ER RfRf f3R S^f ^ ETf^ ERSE RRTEeff RE 
STWsff R.1 Eff 3TfE R R^f f I STWsff R.i RTR ^RTES SITES E?f STfrf ERRff RE?f f f¥^ ^R ETf^ f4sf ET 
ffEfpl0el ^STTRRT ^Rf4 4f RRTEeff RE Riff % I SrTRT sf Rff REST EE.4,25 RERf RR-2 E?f RTcf ET.3 R 
RSRETfsTR arfrl Eff ETf% Eff f^ETWf! RRTsff ET.2 STSSTTR Eff 3TfE R f^Rf STRT ER RSR Ruf ^ ETf RE RETE 
STEST t f% EfE^EE STWsff R.1 ER sff SfETE 3IWsff R .2 ER SR RSR EfE^EE STWsff ER.1 ER EPf Eff RRTEeff 
RE ETf^ ERSE Rff % I ffsff ETf^ EEJeff 3TWsff ET.2 ETR RRR E?f Rsff Rf ^ER 4f ETf^ EERIEST STRTsff ET.2 Eff 
3TfE R RRTEeff RE R^f f I ERJ°f iRR^fel R EER f^ETSJET RSRf RE ER5R 3TETsff ET.1 f^EEg E ETsff 

RST R t RSR 3TWsff R.1 SEE SlRlRd ^ETRER Wsff ^ f^EEg ^RTRTefR R feg R^f ER RTRT t I 

rRrTREEEER REE f^ETRET R.6 STWsff R.1 ^ f^EEg E RTsff ^ RST R f^f^TSRE f^TRT RTTET t I 


ftETSJET RRET - X- 
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P|A)MH 3 E# 7?4 TTTE 3EET7 elTR 4 EE? TTEPEE 4k WHlkld TRET I E7l4 TTETE E7l4 7TEE TE 
ttPet 3MafrFT 4 ett arm t I tt41 41 ete 3t%t 4tfjPe 4 ttete ett4 chett P4mh 3 e# Ftp 
4 TT4 4 44TEE T TEST E# fP 4 TTTsff 3EEfl TlTTgfclE 4 TTETE ^ ^4 4lE TkcTTE 41 TTf4 TE 
E?cbTK e4 TTTT ETTET t I f4^ MTaff 41 ETE TTE7 THiyRlE 31%r TFT Elkl T7 TTsff 3TTTsfl 4.1 41 4n 4 
Pkd'idl ^Tf%cT i£kE T/fTS-lTTET TE 3lf4TE4 t, ?7TE 44 TTTE e 4 t I 3TTTsff 4.1 4 TESfl TE T ET.1 EFJE 

41 Pre 4r test 4 ttsU 4l e4 we tt e 41 PyPd f44 etrI ttte t4 trttt ett tst te^iee t4tet 
tPt e 4 t I ttete 44444 4 ttsU tet4?t f4.i3.5.i5 tt ett4 setr tt ttsU 41 ete f4f4 4r arrTsff 
tt.i tttt 41 4ft 4rrgf4T aPr 4 tPe trciic) it arrTsff 4i 4t 4 mt 4 Pretet vrf%cr t4te t;4wtet 4 
3ej4tt 4 Pcmhtich 41 arrPr 4 Ptt eUte Prat? etet ttPt 4 ar^liT te 3tPite4 teit ettet t f4g ^ 
4 te tPcee 4 4ett te arPEEkl e4 tee em t I tPetetttet ete 44 Ptree ete ttet 4 tt 4 
4 Tar 4 PPiPee f44 ett 4 t eet ttsU te 444 4ee tPe Ptet amsff 4 .i etetettr arPm tet 4 
t4tet f44 ett4 tPt 4 I 

an4?i 

16. SET: TTsff TE 444 3TTT5 TelE f4s4 3EE#EM arPm 4k TT 74tE7 f44 ETt 4 fT 3TTT4 71. 1 1TRT TTsff 
4 f4s4 ttPe tetPe 4.13.5.15 t ett4 seer tt ete Peep 4r 4t e 4 TTsff 41 4diy4d argkici e 
a4n te 4f4r f44 ett4 3ee4 4.i 4t 3 e4ti f4n teet t f4 te tt 4 4l sei4 4tt 4 Peetet 
ttPe ^4te 444e g4EEf4r t4 i ete 4 tt4 4t ete 4 f44ETTEEf 41 3Eif4 4 44 e f4rfe Ec4 te 
• yTETE 4 44e4 Tk i ^4 4 et TkeEE e 4ett 4 3eje!t 4 4ee e tt4 te t4e4e 4ee t4t f4s4 

3TTT#EE 3R4TET f4ET E1TET 11 7T4 T5EETTET 3EEE 3EEE TEE t44 I 

17. 3EE4 fcEEEE ETTTR 3ET1 f44n 29.3.19 4l 7|4 ^EETeEf 4 ETETSTT TR ^ETET EETI 3EE4 4t 44 
fpEETETET tttPie ttttet 4t te4 EETE E tteee 44e 41 ett4 | 

TTT. TE. 4eTT, 'ETEEfkT 
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